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How 
to Use 
Appendix I 

To determine who made a specific comment -- for 
instance, the comment from Letter 3728 on page 1-469 of 
this appendix. Use the first list, LIST OF COMMENTERS 
BY LETTER NUMBER. 

To locate comments by the writer’s name/affiliation: 
-DETERMINE which affiliation code applies -- BUS (busi- 
ness), FED (federal organization or elected federal official), 
IND (individual), LOC (local government), ORG (organiza- 
tion, primarily special interest and industry groups), ST 
(state organizations and elected state officials). 

-SCAN that code group -- in the LIST OF COMMENTERS 
BY AFFILIATION CODE -- for the writer’s name. The number 
assigned to the letter is there also. 

-CHOOSE from the Table of Contents the topic that best 
represents the writer’s comment. Then scan that topic 
group for the appropriate sub-heading. Scan that sub- 
heading group for the letter number. 



INTRODUCTION 

This appendu presents comments -fromihe public. private Industry, and governments - that are related to the Forest's draft versions 
of the Revised Pian and Environmental impact Statement. 

The Draft Envlmnmantal hnpact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (DEIS) and the draft Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan (Draft Revised Plan) were filed with the Environmental Protection Agency during the week of January 
6- 10.1992.A'NotlceofAvaiiabillty'was publiahed lntheFederalRegister,Volume57, Number12, Page2093, on January 17,1992 
Based on this notice, the public was invited to comment on these documents until April 17, 1992. 

In addltion to the 'Notice of Availability,' we used a variety of methods in bringing these documents to the attention of interested 
persons The methods Include distribution of published documents, news releases, public meetings, open houses, and contacts with 
organizations, cooperators, local government bodies, and Forest Service employees. Table A-1 in Appendix A contains a list of the 
pubiiu meetings and open houses held during the revision effort 

Copies of the DElS and Draft Revised Plan - 656 copies of each -were mailed to key organizations, agencies and indwiduals Copies 
of the six-page Highlights of the DraH Rensed Land and Resource Management Plan were also Included in the mailing. Addltional 
copies of the documents were available at the Forest Supervisor's Office, ranger district offices and the Southern Region Office and 
were provided to persons who visrted these offices and requded copies Copies ofthese documehtswere also mailed to the libranes 
listed on page 53 of the DElS 

By the end of April, 4,266 letters of comment were received In the Forest Supervisor's Office. The letters were reviewed, analyzed, and 
considered in preparing the FElS and Revised Plan The 115 lelters we received after April 30 were reviewed but not formally 
acknowledged or included in the FRS All letters of comment to the DElS and Draft Revised Plan are available for review at the 
Supervisor's Office, Harrlsonburg, Virginia 

HOW APPENDIX I IS ORGANIZED 

The following pages list the 4,268 letters of comment 

On pages 1-2 to 136, the list is in order by letter number and includes the name of the person who signed the letter 

On pages 1-37 to 1-72, the second list Is In order by affiliation code wlth letter number and name included The affiliation codes are. 
BUS = business; FED = federal organization or elected federal official, IND = individual (or at least no obvious affiliaticn with any 
agency or organization); LOC = local government: ORG = organization, primarity special interest and industry groups: ST = state 
organuations or elected state dficials. 

On pages 1-72 to 1-736, the comments themselves are reproduced and grouped by topic, then by subtopic. The toplcs are. 
BiODlVERSilY RESOURCE SUSTAlNABlLilY 
BELOWCOST TIMBER SALES MINERALS 
FOREST ACCESS 
ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE (AW USE 
ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT 
SPECML MANAGEMENT AREAS CULTURAL RESOURCES 

GYPSY MOTH AND OTHER PESTS 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 
THE MU: OF GOODS AND SERVICES 

AESTHETICS 
VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

~ 

LANDS\ 
OTHER COMMENTS 

During the assignment a number to each letter of comment, numbers 876,1301,1344,1483,1796,1&31,4222,4261, and 4172 were 
lnadvenently skipped and not assigned. Letters 9,62,79,169,172,174,868,1137,1171,1172,1328,1438,1553,1560,1908,1912, 
2168,2630, 2631, 2702, 2747, 2857, 3810, 38@8, W, 3937, 4014, 4056, 5187,4215,4216, 4218, and 4221 are on file with ail other 
letters received. but contain no substantive comments 

On pages 1-737 to 1-756 of this appendix, letters signed by representatives of statefledera1 agencies or elected officials are reproduced. 
The reproduction of these letters Is in compliance with requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The Act requires 
publication of letters recewed from agencies/officiais with environmental jurisdiction In the Forest's area of influence. Substantive 
comments from these letters are included wdh all other substantive comments on pages 1-72 to 1-736. 
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648 
€49 
650 
651 
652 
853 
654 
655 
656 
657 
658 
659 
€60 
661 
662 
663 
664 
665 
€66 
667 

Chester N Smnh 
Vemon Blankenship 
Jimmle F Skenon 
Roger D SmRh 
NicholasT Kern 
Dana R. Humphrey8 
Ellis W. Sellers 
Jennlfer J. Spraker 
John Benneil 
Barry G Calvert 
Roger E. Smith 
Kenneth W. Downes 
Mr & Mrs. Thomas E. Ayers 
Willlam L Sodain 
Bruce A Chapman 
Frederick J. Gibs 
Peggy Cash 
Art & Jaunlce BNmb 
Larry W. Ruble 
Gene B Breeden 
Glenden L Comer 
Marcus C Welkle 
Nancy H Pearmall 
Hugh Robinson 
Richard Ford 
L Etyall 
Charles Stuart 
John Boothe 
John Pltl 
Harold Swuher 
Eldon Hart 
Steve Conrad 
Claude Reams 
William Rogers 
James woonord 
Bob Dunn 
William Carr 
Homer Rewer 
Mary Hall 
Sara Rlchey 
John Wilson 
C M. Powell 
Illegible Signature 
Randolph Gulhrle 
Raymond Beers 
Illegible Signature 
John Todd 
Sarah Eggleston 
Albert J. Meyer, Jr 
Veronica Horton 
illegible Signature 
Julian Slder. Jr 
Arthur Johnston 
Emanuel Strauss 
E. M. Strauss 
Chalen Gordon 
Belty Myurek 
Ray P. Quarles 
I B Loueion. Jr 
Gerald Jenon 
Jean Gower 

6BB 
669 
670 
671 
672 
673 
674 
675 
676 
677 
678 
€79 
€60 
881 
882 
6s.3 
684 
685 
ea6 
887 
6aS 
669 
690 
691 
692 
693 
694 
695 
696 
697 
698 
699 
703 
701 
702 
703 
704 
705 
706 
707 
708 
709 
71 0 
71 1 
712 
71 3 
714 
715 
71 6 
71 7 
716 
719 
720 
721 
722 
723 
724 
725 
726 
727 
728 

1 -7  

T Charles Gower 
F. J Bowman 
John Menher 
Dr Andrew Arnold 
J T. McCoulb 
Richard F 
Itvine Kectledge 
Charles Blanton Blackburn 
Glenn Whltiow 
Roy Byers 
Ralph Dolan 
Vwian Danlels 
Ronald & Jean Hawk 
W. W Baber 
Leroy Parker 
Illegible signature 

Rlchard Ferguson 
Dewey Camp 
Carolyn McDonald 
Francis Shield 
David Rost 
Daniel Mann 
John Gardner 
John Hel\mann 
Edwin, Roy, Lorreln & Donald Reaves 
Harry Chiles 
Rachel Hourn 
L m  Eled 
C. Benion Burns, M D. 
Lewis Cootes 
Claude 8 Lucille Webster 
L l w  Burge 
John Parker. Jr 
R. N. Parker 
John Dennison 
W. L Bailey, 111 
Rodney E Wolfe, Sr. 
Leonard W. Val 
Don Hershey 
Rebecca R Strong 
Mike Bucher 
Lalane 0. Brugh, Jr. 
James R. Light 
Charles S Wingfield 
R soon Peterson 
Ray F Cheatham 
Robert c Smnh 
Randy Morgan 
Katherine Woodson 
Andy Davis 
Hal H Sharp 
Richard Preston Lilly 
Lana Oyler 
Lonny A Zllkofoose 
Homer Boggess 
J. W. Pudett 
Michael Rybarcqk 
Harold Steele 
W J Peters 
Robert H. Thompson 

6. Noriord 

LIST OF COYMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 



729 
730 
731 
732 
733 
734 
735 
736 
737 
738 
739 
740 
741 
742 
743 
744 
745 
746 
747 
748 
749 
750 
751 
752 
753 
754 
755 
756 
757 
758 
759 
760 
781 
782 
763 
784 
765 
766 
767 
768 
769 
770 
771 
772 
773 
774 
775 
776 
777 
778 
779 
760 
781 
782 
783 
784 
785 
766 
787 
788 
789 

John V. Glover 
Dan Dessecker 
Frenk Cauraugh 
Wm. Lee Hlldebrandt 
Raymond W Mullins 
Hugh T. Henderson 
Dan Miles 
Harold M. Wilson 
E. W Mays, Jr 
Lin C. Hwung 
Ben V. Peaman, Jr 
Neal R. Flsher 
James U Saunders 
Thomas EM 
Mark Buzzard 
Gary R. Wilson 
G W Colbert 
Jaycee Perslnger, Jr 
Gene Marples 
Donald Seilert 
Joseph R Newlon 
Danny R. Arnold 
William L Paxion, Jr. 
Gloria Dressler 
Charles W Whltmore 
Alice Persinger 
Davld E. Rideout 
Harold 8. Risher 
Richard C. Rakes 
Wendell M Cramer 
Anne F. Hunter 
Debra L. Weaver 
Thomas 8. Norman 
Davld W. Yates 
Edgar Pessemier 
Donald A. Williamson, Jr 
Mitchell 0. Carr 
Mark Tralner 
Jennifer Howard 
R. W. Denman 
C Bruoe Powell 
C Bruce Powell 
William T Shuler 
Lenzy A Zlckofoose 
H Lang Gilbert 
John F L Bell 
Keith E. Simmons 
Dewey M Eery 
Sterling R Snedegor 
T H Leighton 
Gary E Neyer 
James A Teny 

I Louise K Dooley 
\ Oakey L Pruen. Jr 

Robert R Teny 
Manhew G Young 
Carolyn D Young 
Mary E Young 
Michael D Henderson 
Bobble J Tucker 
Oakland L Eggleston 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 

790 
791 
792 
793 
704 
795 
796 
797 
798 
789 
BM) 
8M 
802 
803 
804 
805 
806 
807 
808 
809 
81 0 
81 1 
812 
81 3 
614 
815 
81 8 
817 
818 
81 9 
820 
821 
821? 
823 
824 
a25 
826 
827 
828 
829 
830 
831 
832 
833 
834 
835 
836 
837 
e38 
839 
840 
841 
e42 
843 
a44 
845 
846 
847 
848 
849 
am 

Patricia F. Amos 
Wanda K Hepler 
James J Foeier, Ph.D 
Richard W Shillen 
Gerald 0. Burke 
Charles Bodie 
Adrienne HsllBodie 
Eric Sheffield 
Norman C. King 
Wendy E Richards 
Steve Richards 
Albert Simolrds 
Stuart Dencor 
William Brewer 
Harold Douglas 
Mr. 8 Mrs. Ward McDavidson. 111 & Family 
E. R Moss 
Steve Allen 
Jeesle McColloush 
No Signature 
R E. Dosil 
James Toflinger 
Illegible Signature 
Illegible Signature 
Edwin Abbon 
Mary Jane Hamilton 
J Boyd 
Greg Chapman 
George Shriles 
E A. Tuckeviiles 
William Maxey 
Gene GlatfeHy 
Mr. 8 Mrs Robert Darden 
Richard Starky 
Francis Lw ls  
Mary Rose Martin 
Clyde Pope 
Vinson Bragg 
WaMer Jenkins 
Gloria Shreue 
Mark Hargin 
Caroline Butts 
A. Momelkln 
Boyd Riddle 
Maurice Eckman 
Daniel Baxley 
Jerry Dean 
Waiter Coles 
Richard Carter 
John Homer 
Illegible Signature 
Greg Burupas 
Dick Grml 
J. Calame, Sr 
LindaC Cnser 
Glei H Criser 
James R McAllister 
Michael Drusinaky 
A J 'Chip' Coriey 
Thomas Beard 
James Powell 



851 
852 
853 
854 
855 
856 
8sI 
858 
859 
880 
861 
e62 
863 
e64 
865 
e66 
867 
868 
869 
870 
871 
872 
873 
874 
875 
877 
878 
879 
880 
881 
882 
863 
884 
885 
886 
887 
888 
889 
890 
891 
892 
893 
894 
895 
898 
897 
898 
899 
900 
901 
902 
903 
934 
905 
906 
907 
908 
909 
91 0 
91 1 
912 

Marlin Lawson 
David A Dandridge 
Charles W Poland 
Charles W Newhall, Jr. 
Mark E. Wallner 
Franklin Early 
Bev Anderson 
Peter Beasfey 
Clarence Bennett 
Harry S. Mclhralne 
David G Lllly 
James R Hays 
Robert B. Salple 
Howard E. Cobb 
Robert E Shhrah, Jr. 
h a i n  A. Tyree 
William Edwln Wlnn 
Chearyl Rogers 
Steven Helnk 
Randall Eller 
Alden Holeywell Dreyer 
Gerald J. Black 
Thomas (3 Merrlng 
David Guggenheim 
Jerry C. McMasier 
Margaret Sacuto 
Marguerite Dlckerson 
Chris Lyddan 
George C Patrick 
Oliver Richards 
Sherry J Plerson 
William R Small 
Mike Bodkin 
E. Gray Baird 
Jerry R. Taylor, Jr 
ONeill S. Umberger 
Diana Oddenlno 
Wayne A. Rhodes 
Wayne Davis 
Elizabeth B Carson 
Lee Mercer 
William V. Parker 
Uoyd Green 
Jennlngs G McAbee 
Ralph Adams 
Sidney Woodson 
Fred Whlpple, Jr. 
William Thompson 
Melvin Stroud 
J. Thompson 
Patricia Estes 
Robert Nort 
Peter Beasley, I1 
Billy Margan 
Howard Vincent 
Philip Edwards 
D. W. Northern 
Bobby Taylor 
J. Rhen Frazier, Jr 
Harper Galford 
Bill Walker 
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913 
914 
91 5 
916 
91 7 
918 
91 9 
920 
921 
922 
923 
924 
925 
926 
827 
928 
929 
930 
931 
932 
933 
934 
935 
936 
937 
938 
939 
940 
941 
942 
943 
944 
945 
948 
947 
948 
949 
950 
951 
952 
953 
954 
955 
956 
957 
958 
959 
960 
961 
962 
963 
984 
985 
966 
967 
968 
969 
970 
971 
972 
973 

Willard Flnney 
Leroy Hlnson, Jr 
Nancy F. Qubaln 
Fehlm I. Pubaln 
James S. Hill 
Jean S. Porterfiled 
Ronald Porterfield 
James A Tyree, Jr. 
John Jordan, Jr. 
Norman E Murray 
Edna Claire Thomas 
Kalhl J. Baker 
Wendy L Reardon 
Melissa J. Keppel 
L C. Burke, Jr. 
Richard And Meredrth Childress 
Tim And Donna Stalnaker 
Connie S. Johnson 
Clinton G. Siremore, Sr. 
Chrlstopher Barlow 
Pauline And Fred Diekens 
Ken Novak 
Wllliam G. O'Brlen 
D. G Austin 
Richard P Grist 
Frances LeeVandell 
Marlno D Medic1 
William H. Tanger 
Cleve Benadiat 
William D Crull 
Wllllam K Murray 
Thomas M Debutts 
Aubrey A. Smnh 
E. 6. Gorham 
Mr. And Mrs Gene Whorlay 
Richard Bell. Jr. 
(Mrs) M. Moser 
Trlsh Dlnsmore 
Sleven L. Wylle 
Save E. Day 
Frank Overbay 
David Thompson 
Carolyn Green 
Johnalhan Green 
David Meise 
Osborna L. Wade, Jr 
Chris Bouchar 
Jason M Hues 
Clayton W. Rhodes 
Kathleen M. Rhodes 
Dana Crasler 
Jonathan Roth 
Andrew V. Goodell 
C. T. Young 
Mary & Willlam Thompson 
Henry Kopple 
James E. Mcclary, Jr 
Susan Crawlord 
Steve M Lawrence 
Wallace D. Bowman 
Peter Harlzler 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 



974 
975 
976 
977 
978 
979 
980 
981 
982 
983 
984 
985 
988 
987 
988 
989 
990 
991 
992 
993 
994 
995 
996 
997 
698 
999 
ID00 
1001 
1w2 
1003 
1- 
1005 
1006 
1007 
1008 
1- 
I010 
1011 
1012 
1013 
1014 
1015 
1016 
1017 
1018 
1019 
1020 
1 021 
1022 
1023 
1 024 
1025 
1026 
1027 
1028 
1029 
1030 
1031 
1032 
1033 
1034 

Dwayne L Pretrer 
John J Clarke 
Frank & Katja Richards 
Ralph Perry 
Frits & Jacqueline Van Der Leeden 
E Cameron Pond 
Boby Pmman 
Charles A. Bodie 
Adrienne Hall Bodle 
H Earl Longest 
AI R Pugh 
R Creigh Deeds 
Valerie Cook 
Ralph W. Bolglano 
Pete Davis 
David L. Hook 
James E. Loesel 
John Crltes 
William H Flest, Jr. 
R Carroll Conley, R Gibson, D Conley 
Rodney D Chestnut 
Harold Perry 
Charles D. Cauley 
Jerry Taylor 
Jake Fauste 
William C Miller 
James W Sullwan 
Lisa And Steve Shaughnessy 
Paula Chlldress Sullivan 
Larry Bok 
Peggy Leasure 
Nancy Anderson Letcher 
Robert R. Clemons 
B C. Tucker 
Fred M Humphreys 
Glen R. Hugus 
Dorothy Schoenberg 
Ray Crush 
Richard Schoenberg 
W A Strang, Jr 
Thurmon Noel, Jr 
Kevin Donovan 
ThomasE Slaudt 
Nancy Strang 
Mollie J Messlmer 
Jesse Taylor 
Herbert & Mary Stotter 
Leslie L Youngblood, Jr 
Elizabeth J. Watson 
H S Crouch, SI 
Mary R. Whlte 
Donald G Drake 
Eunice L Austin 
Bailey Dixon 
Rome Nell Rowland 
Don Taylor 
John E Johnson 
Kay D Wyatt 
William L Gable, Jr 
Noble & Elizabeth Laesh 
Leslie W Ponton 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LEITEA NUMBER 

1035 
1038 
1037 
1038 
1039 
1040 
1041 
1042 
1043 
lo44 
1045 
1046 
1047 
1048 
1049 
1050 
1051 
1052 
1053 
1054 
1055 
1056 
1057 
1056 
1059 
1060 
1061 
1062 
1063 
1064 
1065 
1066 
1067 
1066 
1069 
1070 
1071 
1072 
1073 
1074 
1075 
1076 
1077 
1078 
1079 
IOBO 
1081 
1082 
1083 
1084 
1085 
1086 
1087 
1088 
1089 
1090 
1091 
1 om 
1093 
1094 
1085 
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Carolyn S. Baber 
Leonard B Compton 
A Whmield 
Florlne Sweeney 
James W Owens 
Raymond S. Uromer 
William S Tuey 
Gene Berry 
illegible Signature 
Edward Struck 
Larry Hower 
Jeff Clark 
Troy Williams 
Barbara Rein 
Timothy J Wedding 
Christopher EreauH 
BettyM Rosson 
Michael T. Goinger 
Greg Qlngerlch 
Linda Frye 
Margaret Shady 
James W. McFarland 
Melanie W. Rickett 
Gary D Rickett 
Gary Taylor, M D 
Deborah 6. Baker 
Jack Rogers 
Mr & Mrs Edward Ward 
Lowell Henry Johnson 
H J. Michaels, Jr 
Ross M Brown 
Bob Kerns 
Charles D Pierce 
Lillian E Rodgers 
Nancy Bower 
John L Vicoli 
Joan S Lindsey 
Ian J Torrence 
Gregory J Vassilekos 
Ron Griswold 
Jane Heyward 
R E. Mdder, M d  
E Palmer Taylor 
Lorn Gruner 
Jeffrey M Jensen 
Sally M Staudt 
Christina Bolgiano 
Sue Gier 
Thomas Y Savage 
DavidL Pack 
Traci Hickson 
Beily G Ware 
Allen L Hammer 
Barry L Crutchfield 
Brian K Peckins 
Larry Uman 
William C Sugg, Jr 
Dean S Owens 
Joyce Rowan 
Malcolm A Crosbie 
Michael R Skravanek 



1096 
1097 
1098 
1099 
11w 
1101 
1102 
1103 
1104 
1105 
1106 
1107 
1108 
1109 
1110 
1111 
1112 
1113 
1114 
1115 
1116 
1117 
1118 
1119 
1120 
1121 
1122 
1123 
1124 
1125 
I126 
1127 
1128 
1129 
1130 
1131 
1132 
1133 
1134 
1135 
1136 
1137 
1138 
1139 
1140 
1141 
1142 
1143 
1144 
1145 
1146 
1147 
1148 
1149 
1150 
1151 
1152 
1153 
1154 
1155 
1156 

Gary H Swope 
ScoU Craig 
Renee Hernandez 
E Judge Cohen 
Robert E Thomas 
Richard Weldner, Jr 
Henry W Lancester 
Tim Sprouse 
Laura Brown 
Sara Maze 
Russell W. Wetkins 
Gene Mcelwel 
Ronnie L. Keyser 
Rodney D Chestnut 
JanetN Batten 
Helen P BurneUe 
John W. Smllh 
C. J Enlsminger, Jr 
Charlotte W Smlth 
T. A Brown 
J Richards 
Glenn Dhon 
A Hydrlck, Jr 
Robert Lmle 
Illegible Signature 
Betty Butler 
T R. User 
Nora Wagoner 
William Dukes, Jr. 
Garland Humphries 
Linda P Williams 
Clary L Williams 
Margaret M Holtel 
Susan A Hess 
Margarel Foth 
Robert M. Bontrager 
Jo Ellen Emswiler 
Paul Warner 
Betty And William Springston 
Sharon Lucille Morris 
Nicole M. Freson 
James D. Williams 
Fred Thies 
Beth Swanson Kuhn 
B. R Mccartney 
F. A Luger 
James T. Martin 
Ginger L Bucher 
Mike Stone 
William J KauUer 
Hamlet Tenel 
Bruce B Brenneman 
Will Kldd 
Galy C Murray, M.D 
James Faulconer 
JeIfely A Messenger 
Caroline E McCullough 
Charles E Sullivan 
Edwin C Bumbaugh 
Lynn 8 Malcolm Cameron 
Betsy Washington 
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1157 
1158 
1159 
1180 
1161 
1162 
1163 
1164 
1165 
1166 
1167 
1168 
1169 
1170 
1177 
1172 
1173 
1174 
1175 
1176 
1177 
1178 
1179 
1180 
1181 
1182 
1183 
1184 
1185 
1186 
1187 
Ilea 
1189 
1190 
1191 
1192 
1193 
1194 
1195 
1196 
1197 
1198 
1199 
12w 
1 a 1  
12-22 
1203 
1% 
1205 
12-36 
1207 
1208 
1209 
1210 
1211 
1212 
1213 
1214 
1215 
1216 
1217 

W A Chapin 
Lloyd and June Smith 
David W Hardy 
John K Byron 
L Philip Bailey 
William F Piccolo, Jr 
Kevin McCormack 
Eric J Lundquibl, Esq. 
Kathle S Ritchay 
James R Hlleman 
Dorothy W. Painter 
Julie Davis 
Marlin P Krouse 
M E Plett 
Ron Swoope 
John P Cone 
JecR Fuson 
Madelyn Miller 
Rupert Palmer 
Roy Hanna 
John Jalmetr 
Jerly Mckee 
Bobby Hlpp 

Johnny Lambert 
Henly Thorton, Jr. 
Harper K Louly 
Don M Ailstock 
Harry W Simmons 
William C. Robertson 
Raymond Relbach 
John S 
Jeanne Causin 
Tim Medley 
Philip Hyre 
Kenneth Novak 
Marion Brown 
Scott Williams 
Robert French 
Robert Garst 
Sera Lagerholm 
Joanna Martin 
Coleman Easterly 
Frank Mackey 
John D Vice, Sr. 
David JarreU 
Catherine B Martin 
John H Reeves, Jr. 
Ms Carter Slubbs Drake 
Chelyl A. Beswick 
Mildred M Cox 
Carol FeHon 
Ed Houtf 
Terly H o d  
Me1 Meher 
John Burchem 
Heather Juls 
Charles J Churchman 
Jane E Cox 
Thomas Vison, Ill 
Sandra Stuart 

Russell Frk, Jr 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 



1218 
1219 
1220 
1221 
1222 
1223 
1224 
1225 
1226 
1228 
1229 
1230 
1231 
1232 
1233 
1234 
123s 
1236 
1237 
1236 
1239 
1240 
1241 
1 242 
1243 
1 244 
1245 
1246 
1247 
1248 
1249 
1250 
1251 
1252 
1253 
1254 
1255 
1256 
1257 
1258 
1259 
1280 
1261 
1262 
1263 
1264 
1265 
1% 
1267 
12.58 
1269 
1270 
1271 
1272 
1273 
1274 
1275 
1276 
1277 
1278 
1279 

Pete Mohoney 
William B Grant 
Bruce A Wlggins, Ph D 
James R Smuler 
Warren Crowder 
Cary Ashly 
Polly H Taylor 
Charles A Nalley 
Nathaniel H Axtell 
Richard McClung 
James McCoy 
Robert Merrill 
ONeal 
James Rice, Jr 
Ardelle Cole 
Gene Ollner 
Robert Speten 
James Wilson 
George Garman 
Wlnston Sibley 
Stanley Higdon 
J Yowell 
Howard Hevener 
Ethelind McIntosh 
Mto Warner 
Frances Judy 
Carl Lipton 
Dr. & Mrs William Courtney 
Ethelind McIntosh 
C. Wlgenton 
Adele Wood 
Charles D PI& 
Woodrow W Wellls 
Thomas 0. Elck 
Harry S Mcilvaine 
Bonnie R Walker 
Wm Phillip Glbbs 
M M Homan, Jr. 
Edwin L. Mccoy 
Lawrence Straus 
Lisa G Schoener 
Jill & Rich Hoehlein 
J D. Martin 
Henry J Elck 
Jennifer L Hupp 
Calvert S Fi4zgerald 
Donald E. Buckland 
Tony And Wanda Hubbard 
Michael Field 
Joseph E Conley 
Steve Collins 
Philip J. Statton 
Douglas E. Fletcher 
Mr & Mrs C A Hezen, Jr 
Ed Welters 
Betty L Sullivan 
Alice J Towne 
Paul J Belczyk 
CrJstal Theodore 
E Anne Susen 
A B Sayers Jr 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 

1280 
1281 
1282 
1283 
1284 
1285 
1286 
1287 
1288 
1289 
1293 
l2Sl 
1292 
1293 
12% 
1295 
1296 
1297 
1298 
1299 
1340 
1m 
1303 
1304 
1305 
1306 
1307 
1308 
1309 
1310 
1311 
1312 
1313 
1314 
1315 
1316 
1317 
1318 
1319 
1320 
1321 
1322 
1323 
1324 
1325 
1326 
1327 
1328 
1 329 
1330 
1331 
1332 
1333 
1334 
1335 
1336 
1337 
1338 
1339 
1340 
1341 

Clinton W Mills 
James W. Youngblood 
Charles W Green 
David R. Forrer 
Kenneth F. Powell 
E. F. Oliver 
Wllliam A Cobb 

LmdaA Barton 
Daniel W Dougherly 
Wallace E Mcinlyre 
Charles W. Hamnc 
Judy L. Barr 
James C. Phillips 
Marln E Glaza 
Charles E Lugar 
Pam Malley 
Suzanne R Schaeffer 
Bernard C Zlomek 
Virgin8 B Jordan 
David E Ayers 
Michael J Sullivan 
Paul D Zlmmerman 
Charles F. Finley. Jr. 
Timothy Woody 
Kenny A Grandstaff 
Larry E. Orr 
Reid Harris, Ph D. 
John M Gregoty 
James W. Clarke 
Doug Davis 
Paul H. Delong 
Betty Golloway 
Joe D Perdue 
John F Vallelonga 
Warren R Dlckens 
Margaret R Whlte 
R E Fawley 
Jimmle F. Shelton 
Sarah Drain 
Conrad B Burriss 
Willard R. Owens 
Hazel Heddlngs 
Harold D Hunt 
Ores1 Plzzoferrato 
Roger Lyon 
Simon D Fenney 
Melvin G Truman 
David Luthin 
M Kirsien Luescher 
Ken Archer 
James C Ayres 
Donald D Reed 
Curt16 F Ball 
EarlG Reedy 
Claudle R Koon 
Cyril I Kendrick 
Carey M Copeland 
GarrJ T Grlfflth 
Danny Moore 
J Bradley Rhodenizer 

cimon EMS 
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1342 
1343 
1345 
1346 
1347 
1346 
1349 
1350 
1351 
1352 
1353 
1354 
1355 
1356 
1357 
1358 
1359 
1360 
1361 
1362 
1363 
IS64 
1365 
1386 
1367 
13M, 
1369 
1370 
1371 
1372 
1373 
1374 
1375 
1376 
1377 
1378 
1379 
1380 
1381 
1362 
1383 
1384 
1366 
1386 
1387 
1388 
1389 
13% 
1391 
1392 
1393 
1394 
1395 
1396 
1397 
1398 
1399 
14w 
1401 
14M 
1403 

Herbert W. Taylor 
Michael Gray 
Thurman Mace 
Earl T. Chandler 
John L BurkeU 
H. D. Pole 
Janet Eddy 
Opal Ruth Baker 
William W. Gainer 
David E. Denham 
Tom CatleU 
Kevln J. Smead 
M L. McClung 
Mr. & Mrs Lewis L. Mays 
Anne Y Stagdale 
R E. Owens 
Hal A Fuller 
Edgar Spencer 
Tunis J. Lyon 
Menil F. Powell 
Larry Martin 
Tom Balas 
Thomas E. Street 
Jack C. Sturglll 
Leonard A Smlth, Jr 
Faye C Cooper 
Joe T. Evans 
John A. Crulckshank 
James Elwood Perfy 
John H. Spencer 
David P. Bookman 
Herbert L. Freeman, Jr 
Stan Parham 
Paul D Powell 
Michael Lee Mccoy 
Kenneth L Heitner 
Joe Young 
Ann Siualt 
Dennis Harbour 
Robert Harbour 
Ricky Harbour 
Joe Young 
John Franklin 
Thomas Chlldress 
Gall Pigeon 
Joe Nasr 
T. Novry 
James A. Arrki 
Freddy E. Holley, Jr. 
Thomas L. Long 
Garland Ebert 
Wlllle Craig 
Charles Logsden 
Gary Strawderman 
Howard Dempsey 
Hailer Morgan 
Michael Moghiader 
Guy M Henderson 
Mike Roebuck 
Cary Roebuck 
Snoda Hendrloks 

1404 
1405 
I 4 0 6  
1407 
1408 
1409 
1410 
1411 
1412 
1413 
1414 
1415 
1416 
1417 
1416 
1419 
1420 
1421 
1422 
1423 
1424 
1425 
1 4 s  
1427 
1428 
1429 
1430 
1431 
1432 
1433 
1434 
1435 
1436 
1437 
1438 
1439 
1440 
1441 
1442 
1443 
1444 
1445 
1446 
1447 
1446 
1449 
1450 
1451 
1452 
1453 
1454 
1455 
1456 
1457 
1456 
1459 
1460 
1461 
1462 
1463 
1461 

1-13 

Don Megert 
Charles Lloyd, I1 
William Garrett 
Philip Green 
Beny -0y 
Alan Rice 
Marshall Clendenln 
Gus Grisson 
Robert F. Woods 
Daniel Ash 
Donald Waugh 
David Mason 
Cindy Ash 
Tommy L. Stsnley 
John H. Tyler 
Raymond Jaokaon 
Joseph Rogers 
Carl E. Clark 
April E Stsudt 
Samuel T. Staudt 
Carl E Galner 
Bruce A. Schick 
Dave Lupsha 
Charles Mailock 
E. A Mulllcan, Sr 
James A. Parker 
Wayne K. Newoomb 
Bob Radsplnner 
Robert R. Feagans 
Forest R Wlest 
Nancy M Wilson 
John E Estep 
Mark W. Younklns 
Lynn Cameron 
Mlchael Dagerhart 
Kenneth WatsonJones 
Stephanie Billon 
Robert C Deacon 
Thomas D Scanlan 
Mary M. Haney 
Robert E. Hepfner 
J. 8. Murray 
Kenney P. Funderburke, Jr. 
Nancy K. Harding 
Luca DI Ceoco 
Roy S Sites, Ph D 
L. Ryan Hodges, 111 
Allen W St& 
Randall L. Mulllns 
William F. Cox 
Alan Klncheloe 
David E. Oouthers 
H Thomas Fretwell 
Samuel B Moua 
Ellen Chan 
Jimmy D. Lawson 
Willlam W. Hacker 
Donald L. Beale 
Samuel Kesierson 
Carl E Gowen 
JamesR Roach 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 



1465 
1466 
1467 
1468 
1469 
1470 
1471 
1472 
1473 
1474 
1475 
1476 
1477 
1478 
1479 
1480 
1481 
1482 
1484 
1485 
1486 
1487 
1488 
1489 
1490 
1491 
1492 
1493 
1494 
1495 
1 496 
1497 
1498 
1499 
1500 
1501 
1502 
1503 
1504 
1505 
1506 
1507 
1508 
1509 
1510 
1511 
1512 
1513 
1514 
1515 
1516 
1517 
1516 
1519 
1520 
1521 
1522 
1523 
1524 
1525 
1526 

David Rosa 
James E Bowyer 
Tony Gwinn 
Harold W. Hllton 
Roger D Lagg 
Robert Van Der Horn 
Gary L Owens 
Stephen Nicholas 
Drexel McMillion 
Roger Lyon 
Todd Martin 
Barbara S Miller 
Ronald G Rain 
Darlene L Newman 
Dale Diaz 
Donna Brooks 
Dennis Referir 
Fred And Cheryl Lavy 
Ann E Miller 
Ernie Dickerman 
Nee-Yin Chou 
Marian G Taliaferro 
Amy V Derazinski 
Lynn Smith 
Elaine S Smlth 
Maerl Wltchar 
John Hickman 
Andy Gall 
D. W Kirby 
Dan Lynch 
Harry Hale 
Dale Simmons 
Lester Hodges 
Jonathan Long 
Joe Lewis 
J. R Summarlin 
Ernest Siabbins 
Marlene Clandanin 
J Ltttla 
B Stewart 
Wallace Buchanan 
John Reed 
Roy Shryoc 
Harold LOW 
H Mccoy 
Mrs C Osborn 
LOUIS B 
W Celiie 
Beth Plummar 
Charles Feagans. Jr 
Robert Neary 
Larry Loden 
Roy Halmick 
Michael L Massey 
Tijana Radoeevio' 
April L Bush 
Jody Venn 
James Snyder 
June Arnold 
Earl Henderson 
Rana Henderson 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 

1527 
1528 
1529 
1530 
1531 
1532 
1533 
1534 
1535 
1536 
1537 
1538 
1539 
1540 
1541 
1542 
1543 
1544 
1945 
1546 
1547 
1548 
1549 
1550 
1551 
1552 
1553 
1554 
1555 
1556 
1557 
1558 
1559 
1560 
1561 
1562 
1583 
1564 
1565 
1566 
1 567 
1568 
1569 
1570 
1571 
1572 
1573 
1574 
1575 
1576 
1 577 

1579 
1580 
1581 
1582 
1583 
1584 
1585 
1586 
1567 

1578 

Sandra Andrlck 
Ben Rttter 
Charles D. Pierce 
Lois Pieper 
Roger Andriok 
Harvey Ferris 
Lanan Staunton 
Alan Moore 
Greg Cantley 
Ty Cantlay 
W Steve Thompson 
Robert L Thompson 
Robert J. Wood 
Dale Early 
Harold Tampleton 
Thomas R. 
Wayne A. Barfiald 
Wakar F Perkins 
Edward 0 Shnson 
Katherine S Firsohing 
Clarence Chapman 
Robert D Wells 
Jeff Byrd 
Leslie Ray Brown 
Ivan H Shefrin 
Karl P. RRchey 
Richard L Crodelock 
Rachel Easierly 
Watkins M Abbttt, Jr 
JohnG Leigh 
Benjamin Axiaroad (The Rev.) 
Gail Tabar Sieela 
Charles W Thompson 
James Carter 
Louis Bernsiain 
John B. Vaach, Jr 
Ronald0 Sheets 
James E. Waller 

Donald McCalg 
Lossie F. Walker 
Tom Marchansky 
Dale A Mcmillan 
B L Taokeil 
Frank W Saundars 
Kenny Rhoades 
Mark Williams 
Gena Pullri 
Misiy Williams 
Brad Hickman 
Lorle Kayser 
Karen Kling 
Wendy King 
Greg Woodzell 
No Signature 
Timothy Morton 
Becky Hanson 
Andrea Gram 
Lee Roy Glimer 
Melissa Ryder 
Melinda Cauiey 

Curtis zopp 

1-14 



1588 
1589 
1590 
1591 
1592 
1593 
1594 
1595 
159s 
1597 
1598 
1599 
1600 
1601 
16G2 
1- 
1604 
1605 
1- 
1607 
1608 
1€09 
1610 
1611 
1612 
1613 
1614 
1615 
1616 
1617 
1618 
1619 
16% 
1621 
1622 
1623 
1624 
1625 
1626 
1627 
1626 
1629 
1630 
1631 
1632 
1633 
1634 
1635 
1636 
1637 
1638 
1639 
1640 
1641 
1642 
1 W  
1644 
1645 
1648 
1647 
1648 

Tracey Kay 
Jennder Roberts 
Carol Hicks 
Brandy Tidd 
Nathan (illegible last name) 
Corey McElwee 
Antonlo PreSeY 
Kevln Campbell 
Heather Morgan 
Josh Smith 
Amanda M Gibson 
Eric Essax 
Heather Bryan 
Y intercept 
Maury Young 
Victoria E. Waiton 
Alexander Ganinger 
Amanda Ray 
Warren Woodzeli 
Terry A. King 
Joe David, Md 
Glenn M Birch 
E W Lautenschiager 
Dawn M Leland 
Mack C Weaver 
Helen Timbrook 
Davld W Moles 
Paul M Hendricks, M d. 
Malcolm Henry 
Fred Lockard 
Denver Sheets 
Alonzo Siriannl 
S E Breeden 
J Eddy G Craig Jr 
William Foot 
Laurel foot 
Thomas W Current 
Richard Dye 
Marina Gopadze 
R ScottCriss 
Peter D. Gayer 
Franklin D. Chestnut 
Luca Di Ceco 
Johnny L Hill 
B P. Schwanda 
0 J. Rozeil 
Bernice C Renn 
R H Beauchamp 
Dan E. Freqch 
Herbert B Murphy 
Richard K Hamilton 
Les Strawderman 
Philip D. Pannili 
Gary Tonen 
William 3. Kerr 
Dand Husaw 
James E. Loesel 
James E. Loesel 
Karl R Abner 
David Conrad 
Charles G Backus 

1649 
1650 
1651 
1652 
1653 
1654 
1655 
1656 
1657 
1658 
1659 
1660 
1681 
1682 
1663 
1664 
1665 
1666 
1667 
1666 
1669 
1670 
1671 
1672 
1673 
1674 
1675 
1676 
1677 
1676 
1679 
1680 
1681 
1682 
1683 
1664 
1685 
1666 
1687 
1666 
1689 
1690 
1691 
1692 
1693 
1 694 
1695 
1 696 
1697 
1698 
1699 
1700 
1701 
1702 
1703 
1704 
1705 
1706 
1707 
1708 
1m 
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Dave Crites 
stacey D Clevenger 
Julianne Craig 
Wingate H. Lucas 
Tony Win 
Ted Bowen 
Gregory A Shilling 
Kay Peaslee 
John A Heard 

Terry Short 
Ronald Seks 
Jerry Thompson 

Loretle D Reeves 
Robert 0 Schoonover 
Tony Rosi 
Gary L Wooldridge 
Ahed W Cumby 
John H Gilbert 
Philip C Johnson 
Gary 0 Youngblood 
Linda S. Murr 
Rufus H Parker, Jr 
Eric Sheffield 
William D Scherer 
Donald L. Dcrrier 
Jane Melbourne 
Harold Evenon 
Kirby P Funderburka 
Robin F. Leonard 
R Cassidy 
James E Crosier 
Robert L Miller 
Kathie Jensen 
Angelica Heath 
John Mcpheter 
William M Meredlth 
Andy Foster 
Gary Godfrey 
Bobby D G b o n  
Karen Green 
Anna Alford 
Randy Coots 
Richard Ray 
Raymond Goad 
Harold Adkins 
Fred Mulr 
Anthony Quinn 
Ricky Dilier 
Tanya L K. Denckia 
Richard P Wellstone 
Susan B Lynch 
Robert J Derenge 
Shueen I Parsons 
Janene E Osborn 
Kathi Baker 
Elizabeth K. Hetz 
Andy H e h  
Gary Dubler 
Jane Mechem 

Robert D. Whipkey 

David Horton 

US1 OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 



1710 
1711 
1712 
1713 
1714 
1715 
1716 
1717 
1718 
1719 
17.272 
1721 
1 722 
1723 
1724 
1725 
1726 
1727 
1728 
1 729 
1730 
1731 
1732 
1733 
1734 
1735 
1736 
1737 
1738 
1739 
1740 
1741 
1742 
1743 
1744 
1745 
1746 
1747 
1748 
1749 
1750 
1751 
1752 
1753 
1754 
1755 
1756 
1757 
1758 
1759 
1780 
1761 
1762 
1763 
1764 
1785 
1766 
1767 
1768 
1769 
1770 

Gerard Fitzpatrick 
John Woolay 
Hollis Large 
Chandler Warner 
Gary Robinson 
Scott Hatfleld 
Stan ReQaldr 
Joyce Gross 
Illegible Signature 
Stanley Gazelle 
J. E. Harris 
James Hill. Jr 
Gary Swain 
Arleno Serafinl 
J. Powell, Jr. 
Bill Hoffman 
Kenton 8 Robin Bower 
Donald Studer 
Robert Baker 
Garland W. Kesslnger 
Kristen Umstat 
Jean Panen 
Elizabeth Cottrell 
Jay Roberts 
Cindy Spencer 
Dicker Peverall 
Chris Peverail 
Steven And Jamie Greenway 
Emily Coleman-Wolf 
Billy Mitchell 
Crystal Coleman-Wolf 
Laurence Loesel 
William Edward Loesal 
Howdy Henriiz 
Jim Huthrip 
Frankle Greenway 
Brandi Spence 
Elizabeth Mccory-irons 
Ed Lyons 
Virginia L. Decher 
Illegible Signature 
Pete D Corbeit, 111 
Grover C Mitchell 
Calie Mitchell, Jr. 
Natalie Tritt 
W R Trdi 
Susan H Peveraii 
Eugene1 New0 
Robert Stahl 
Betty Vermillion 
Karen S Stahl 
Laura J Spltzer 
David L Weiss 
Illegible Signature 
Anne Cutler 
Ellen Coleman 
Chris Rich 
Lois M Weiele 
Ed Tucker 
Garnett Mohler 
Beth Stahl 

1771 
1772 
1773 
1774 
1775 
1776 
1777 
1 778 

1780 
1781 
1 782 
1783 
1784 
1785 
1786 
1787 
1788 
1789 
1790 
1701 
1792 
1793 
1794 
1795 
1797 
1798 
1799 
1800 
1802 
I803 
1 8 w  
1805 
1806 
1807 
1808 
1809 
1810 
1811 
1812 
1813 
1814 
1815 
1816 
1817 
1818 
1819 
1820 
1821 
1822 
1823 
1824 
1825 
1826 
1827 
1 828 
1829 
1830 
1 631 
1832 
1833 

in9 

Tom Brobson 
Elizabeth Rich 
Harriet Hodges 
Fred C Jones, 111 
Paul Herllng 
Willlam W. Richardson 
Mark Willis 
Donna Willis 
Emily Peverall 
John Pollock 
Laura Willlams 
Gaea RIG 
Mtchell Davis 
Kelly Pollock 
John Flynn 
Joyce Morgan 
David J. Hirsohman 
Mary Pearl Compton 
Jane E Johnston 
A. W. Webb, Jr. 
Robert H. Hunt 
Ollvla Bilenky 
Matthew S Thomas 
Carrie Crawford 
Bill wolf 
William L. Mays 
Barty C. Jeffrles 
Richard Addison Siler 
Richard C. Slier 
Mike McCormack 
Randy Spear 
W C Mead 
Mr. & Mrs Ted Berg 
Hugo Kostelnl 
Fred Lockard 
Randal Flanagan 
Eve D. Foul 
John Watson-Jones 
Mr Stanley B. GrHfln 
Mary F Wirth 
Waiter Barker 
R. L Saunders 
Robert M lnghram 
Bill Rosolowsky 
Richard J. Byrd 
Charles P Allen 
William E Matics 
RobertA Bare 
Anthony P Mollish 
Kay Peaslee 
Dr DonnaR Kuroda 
James G Tennant 
Franklin D Lambert 
Stephen Patterson 
Donald L Evans 
Charlie Paneraon 
F L Greer 
Clayton L Cowan 
Richard W Martin 
A G Burris, Jr 
Ross Whltacre 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LE'ITER NUMBER 1-16 



1834 
1835 
1836 
1837 
1838 
1839 
1840 
1 841 
1842 
1843 
1844 
1845 
1848 
1847 
1848 
1849 
1850 
1851 
1852 
1853 
1854 
1855 
1856 
1857 
1858 
1859 
1860 
1861 
1882 
1863 
1864 
1865 
1866 
1867 
I888 
1869 
1870 
1871 
1872 
1873 
1874 
1875 
1876 

1878 
1879 
1880 
1861 
1882 
1883 
1884 
1885 
1866 
1887 
1888 
1889 
1893 
1891 
1892 
1893 
1894 

t e n  

Sherman G White 
Suzanne S. Warden 
H. Bryan Mitchell 
Michael Mccarley 
John L Eye 
LarryG Farley 
Joseph Moiilsh 
Jane Bay 
Raymond L Hawkins 
William J. Woods 
Steven S McCauley 
Stephen Troxili 
James C. Breeden 
Rick WelibelavedStone 
Richard A. Currence 
Sarah Faulconer 
John R Martin 
William A. Sccfieid 
Raymond W. and Esther P. Locke 
Daniel J. HcH 
Dr David Dvvlght Mulligan 
Charles R. Lloyd 
Ray Binaco 
Patrick J. Murray 
Erlc S. Smith 
Autumn Bell 
Charles T Philpoll, Jr 
Kathleen Wissinger 
Loulse N. Medman 
Ken C Kowaiski 
Christobei 6. Keathley 
Lawrence R. Burton, Jr. 
Craig Alan Atkins 
Marvin E. Rexrode 
Mardeli K. Qeorge 
Ted Brenig 
Mike Nelson 
Rlchard Woody 
Freddie L Moore 
James J Geary 
Charles Montague 
BeW Rosson 
Patrick T. Sullivan 
Herbert Murray 
Samuel J. Gamble 
Donald A. Earrcw 
Jeffrey L. Lowman 
Leroy Cochran 
Hobart 0. Butler, Jr. 
Craig Meiby 
Pete Given 
R M. Loeser 
Henry Lea Mason 
Mary W. Smith 
Frank J. Shoie 
Robert L. Boroughman 
William E Fenderson 
Wanda L Fenderson 
Randall E. Fenderson 
Ruweli F Deems 
Dayton Workman 

1895 
1 W  
1897 
1898 
1899 
ISM) 
1901 
1902 
1909 
1904 
1905 
IS€@ 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
I919 
1- 
1921 
1922 
192s 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
19.33 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1936 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1949 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 

1-17 

Edgar E Taylor 
Slew Noll 
Robert Elkins 
David Sheppard 
Mike Sheppard 
George Sheppard 
Charles May 
Virginia Fauntleroy Carter 
James D, Starr 
Ron Mulinex 
Bernard Caivert, 111 
Steve Bridge 
Qeraid Luck 
David W. Suttner 
illegible Signature 
W. E 8 Millie Woodroff 
Brooks Tuttle 8 Heather D Williams 
James E Loesei 
Scoll McEiwee 
Loring 6. Tlmbrock, Sr 
Joseph McNamara 
Hal And Helen Davis 
Nancy Watkins 
Susan T. Manpin 
Susan Eckenrode 
Lois M Pieper 
Dave Hall 
Mildred H. Misour 
Mary Louise Fisher 
N Gerald and Sara Shenk 
Debra and Randy Mitchell 
Henry Heiier 
Rodney W. Burnetle 
Elwood Persinger 
Marvin Mncheli 
James Clayborne 
Bobby Nichols, Jr. 
Cathy Harrison 
R S Rodger6 
Peter Fremgen 
Maria Berger 
Mathias Kayhce 
John Kaye 
Kathryn Plumb 
Leonard Tostc 
Mark Robb 
Jean Tlgnor 
Seiden Menefee 
Juliana Slmpson 
Elizabeth Herbert 
William Wotmas 
Benjamin Hicks 
Stephen Reckner 
Mary Clark Wiikes 
J. Snyder 
Mr 8 Mrs. Roben Nolan 
Rachel &James Schiesinger 
Harry end Maxlne Scruggs 
Wililam Maiden 
No Signature 
Thomas Farley, Jr. 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETrER NUMBER 



1956 
1957 
195% 
1959 
1960 
1961 
I962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1966 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
xxx)  

2001 
2w2 
ax3 
xx)4 

2005 
xx)6 
m 7  
2w8 
xxw 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
2013 
201 4 
2015 
2016 

Samuel L Campbell 
Trevor Corbin 
Deborah Shdflett 
Paul Almorde, IV 
Fred A. Kurt 
Richard T Moore 
Elizabeth J Moore 
Harvey G Wilson 
Lloyd S. Younker 
Robert E Grdfln 
Ed Gilliam 
Ralph E Ramsey 
Pete Mohoney 
H. A Siler 
R S. Rosser 
Nicole Lassiter 
Bob Mahanes 
Jeffrey A Taylor 
Kathryn and John Faitfield 
Daniel D. Hamrick 
Danny Lubovich 
Jake Henry, Jr 
Julie Vehie 
Sidney 0 Feaster, 111 
W T Coivin 
Patricia K Maier 
Lois B Austin 
Gregory W. Cook 
Alva E. Sizemore 
Johne F Albanese 
Ronald F Clark 
Stephen Bliley 
C David Pruitt 
Robert D Bedingfield 
Clarence Farmer and Macon Sammons, Jr 
Richard Fletcher 
Teresa Friedlander 
John E. Lambert 
Suzanne Noonan 
PerlyT Hunt 
Louise T Williams 
Robert E. Davis, 111 
Donna Whitmarsh 
Joy Sattemhlte 
R RonaldSuiton 
Billy A Joy 
Ruth H Ball 
Les Mahoney 
Jeanne Kibbee 
Jean L Suier 
Chandler Stewart 
Catherine Jost 
B J Sunderland 
Judy Gatlis Smllh 
Noelle Borders 
David M Dolly 
Kathl Baker 
Melinda J Lukei 
Reesa F Lukei, Jr 
Evelyn Tatman 
LONelt Dillon 

2017 
201 8 
201 9 
2020 
2021 
xm 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2021 
2028 
2M9 
2030 
2031 
xu2 
2033 
2034 
2035 
xM6 
2037 
xw8 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
x)43 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
x)48 
2049 
2050 
2051 
2052 
2053 
2054 
20% 
2058 
2057 
2058 
M59 
M60 
2061 
2062 
2063 
M64 
M65 
2066 
2067 
2068 
2069 
2070 
2071 
2072 
2073 
2074 
2075 
2076 
20n 

James L Venture 
Joseph C Kelley 
Merle BeaW 
Kale Lambdin 
Heidi Targee 
Rosalie Talbert 
Jan H Smith 
J. M Davidson. Jr. 
David Baisden, Sr & David Baisden, Jr. 
John Held 
Janine L Winegard 
Alien Lowry 
John F Pagels. Ph D 
Mr 8 Mrs. S Todd Lowry 
Richard G Ephgrave 
Jeff Powelson 
MaryC Orr 
Robert A. Huddleston 
F P. Aldhizer 
Charlotte and Henry Schreiber 
F. G Dean, Jr 
R Mark Jones 
Tamara Smlth 
Andrew, Mack & Ben Trank 
Andrew E Freszen 
Kenneth Clemenis 
Allen E Farmer 
John Lesher 
Whltney Lonsdale 
Susan Wiedman 
James L Minter 
Lucius H Bracey, Jr 
Rachel B Pattison 
Doris K. Baker 
R L. Mason 
E Palmer Taylor 
Cyane Lowden 
Jennlfer Soles 
Patricia Sexton 
Waiter Mehring, II 
Dave Peters 
Franklin L. Grdfith 
Joseph V King 
Paul F Torrence 
Ms Terry Gabrielson 
James Hancock 
Roger N Canfieid 
Petltion 
Thomas W Schneider 
Jim Olin. Member of Congress 
Luke Campbell 
Lewis Crummett 
John Robert Jackson 
D Kiser 
Lyle Marshall 
Thomas Nichel, Jr 
Elizabeth Fuller 
Ellis Klahre 
Kenneth Klahre 
Donald Klahre 
George Lees 
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2078 
2079 
2080 
2061 
2082 
2083 
2084 
2-385 
x)B6 
2007 
xlas 
2089 
2090 
2091 
x)92 
2093 
2094 
2095 
M96 
2097 
2098 
2099 
21 00 
2101 
2102 
21 03 
2104 
21 05 
2106 
21 07 
21 08 
2109 
2110 
2111 
2112 
2113 
21 14 
2115 
2116 
2117 
2118 
21 19 
21 x )  
2121 
2122 
21 23 
2124 
21 25 
21 26 
2127 
21 28 
2129 
21 30 
2131 
2132 
21 33 
2134 
21 35 
21% 
2137 
21 38 

David SmRh 
Thomas Thrash 
Troy Relnhart 
Richard Conner, Jr. 
J. Nevln White 
J Powell, Jr 
Fred Williams 
Norman Apter 
Barbara D. Kaufman 
Gina E. Bondurant 
Ed Pearson 
Linda Bancropt 
Matthew L Shields 
D.A Pabst 
Emily Baxlar 
Jessica D Conaway 
Jamb H. Kahn 
L Wettstone 
Stephen M Fredriok 
Katharine Whinield 
Glen Mltchell 
Leonard J. Una1 
Sara SromeShomsen 
DebraR Naves 
Frank Karlchoff 
Mark E Karichoff 
David L. We& 
Evelyn Karlchoff 
Kelly Coiner 
Jodie Ann Coiner 
Elmer L Fix 
D Jim Tercel1 
Michael D. Lowery 
Barbara A Hunter 
Lyle W Hunter 
Michael W Jawls 
William Wilson 
Edgar W Patterson 
William G Truslow 
William D Fields 
Eric T. Coiner 
Paul E Balsley 
Jesse W. Bridge 
Donald F. Wright, Jr 
David Truslow 
Thomas L. FIX 
Jahn B Brooks 
Roger L Welcher 
Stacy Brldge 
Harvey Belew 
Beatrice T Coiner 
Angela Rasmussar 
Annellese Scouten 
Sara Board 
Jennlfer Conway 
Daisy Stevens 
Sara Chilstrom 
Amy Moler 
Emily Kaiser 
Tracy Urech 
Jennlfer Hepler 

2139 
21 40 
2141 
2142 
21 43 
21 44 
21 45 
21 46 
2147 
21 48 
21 49 
2150 
2151 
21 52 
2153 
21 54 
2155 
2156 
21 57 
21 58 
21 59 
2160 
2161 
2162 
21 63 
2164 
2165 
2166 
21 61 
21 68 
21 69 
21 70 
2171 
2172 
2173 
2174 
21 75 
21 76 
2177 
2178 
2179 
21 60 
2181 
21 82 
2183 
21 84 
21 85 
2166 
21 87 
2188 
21 89 
21 90 
2191 
21 92 
2193 
21 94 
21 95 
2196 
21 97 
2198 
2199 
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Peggy S Kirby 
William H Skemore. Jr 
W. W Rinker 
Robert L Ewlng 
Coleman Grandstaff 
Amanda Marsh 
Eugenia Grandstaff 
Lawrence I Field 
Harley Klerstead 
Eleanor0 Towe 
Qregory Peterson 
Kenneth Lang 
James Herbert, Sr 
Thomas Eyrlng 
S. Abeel 
John Rappole 
Allan Barker 
Raymond Burns 
Willlam P Qadd, I1 
Sandra Thompson 
Sheri R Cox 
Daniel B Deeds 
David L Deeds 
Barry Jeffrles 
Norman R Deacon 
Barry C. Dutter 
Steve Miller 
Greg Nicely 
Wesley Kekh 
Bobby D Rogers 
Randall Pursley 
Lyle Alphln 
George Alphin 
Julie Alphln 
Glenn Aiphin 
Vernon Alphln 
Paul R. Kennedy 
James L Will 
Algen P. Eokard 
Joyce Persinger 
Barkly Persinger 
Harvey Ferris 
Wilson R Shank 
Edwin P Darty 
Edwin Parkey 
David H Leaoh 
Gerald Cox 
Charles H Hartman 
C W Hepler, Jt. 
Charles Benny Reld 
Elizabeth Maxfield 
Michelle L. Boyer 
Thomas L Austm 
JamasR Flint 
James H Gum 
David Charles 
Rodney Vess 
Douglas S. Deacon 
Douglas W Conner 
RickyS Deacon 
Donald E BUN 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 



;mo 
2201 
22M 
22-33 
2204 
a 5  
2206 
22-37 
2xK) 
2M9 
2210 
221 1 
2212 
2213 
2214 
2215 
221 6 
2217 
2218 
221 9 
mo 
2221 
m2 
2223 
2224 
2225 
ms 
2227 
2228 
ms 
2230 
2231 
2232 
2233 
2234 
2235 
2236 
2237 
2238 
2239 
2240 
2241 
2242 
2243 
2244 
2245 
2246 
2247 
2248 
2249 
22% 
2251 
2252 
2253 
2254 
2255 
2256 
2257 
2258 
2259 
22M) 

Clemmer Byer 
Raymond A Majesty 
Tim Wales 
Brian D Olngerlch 
Bobby Hubbard 
Edward S Burk 
S F Simons 
Richard L Smith 
Calvin G Gum 
Gary Flint 
Tim end Krlsti Pleasante 
Wesley B Johnson 
Steve Thomas 
Gary Lynn Reery 
Robert M Flint 
Bill Ragette 
Ronald Flint 
Maynard Kessler 
Amanda D. Hubbard 
Robert C. Langkamer 
David Molllsh 
John E Masaschi 
Thomas J Wasmer 
David Wilcher 
Rushel E. Carter 
Mack Jay Howard, Sr. 
Ivan M. Gum 
Anna Ayer 
Randy Lee & Family 
Norman J. Sykora 
William A Mugg 
Jeff Flint 
Jim Loesel 
Frank Persinger 
William Hughes 
Ernest E Treadway 
Harty Walton 
Steven A Jost 
Kenneth E Stevens 
Carolyn C Bates 
Marianne J. Skeen 
James E. Vedas 
Richard Barnes 
David P Hancock 
Donald 0 Furler 
Calvin T. Bane 
Charles E Richardson 
Kermlt E. Evan 
William C Young 
Thomas Webley 
Jim Hersey 
Ken & Georgia Shufran 
Ahon H Davis 
Bonnie N Hoover 
H E Matios 
Sara H Davis 
Alan E Carlson 
Dan Abston 
Edmund T Bridge 
James R Godsey 
Mrs Carol Godsey 
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2261 
22e2 
2263 
22e4 
22% 
2268 
2267 
2268 
2269 
2270 
2271 
2272 
2273 
2274 
2275 
2278 
2277 
2278 
2279 
2280 
2281 
2282 
22a3 
22a4 
228s 
2286 
2287 
22s 
2289 
2290 
2291 
2292 
2293 
2294 
2295 
2296 
2297 
2298 
239 
2300 
2301 
2302 
2303 
2304 
2305 
2306 
2307 
2308 
2309 
2310 
231 1 
2312 
2313 
2314 
2315 
231 6 
2317 
2318 
2318 
23m 
2321 

Mark C Jewel1 
E F. Knlpllng 
Philip E Booker 
W. L Qoard 
Bradley E Clarke 
Mark A. Brown 
John Middleton 
French W. Armstrong 
Sara Clark Mehring 
Ernest P. Ogden, Jr 
John Hewe 
Kristine E. Jost 
William D Fawcett 
Stan Adam 
Roy Mlms 
Scott Wiggins 
Edith A. Duguay 
Curtis Miller 
Donald R Harlesa 
David F. Lange 
Theodore M WrlgM 
Frank Defonsera 
Bonnie Johnson 
Jerty Holloway 
Conrad J. Marshall 
Janet H. Lowe 
Fred Hardin 
James L Duncan 
RE Fawley 
Richard A. Miale 
Sandra Elder 
Virginia J Grossman 
Donna Barbour 
Galen E. Shingleton 
Buddy R Gragg 
Delbert Thorne 
Milton Toby 
Brown Sensebeugh 
Joel M Weber, M.0 
James Martin 
Randy Terry 
Mark E. Wllkins 
Bunny Clfton 
David Clark 
R Lynwood Scott 
Joseph L. Garrett 
Randolph J Maupin 
Ernie Dickerman 
Aubrey Pritchen 
Joe Lenviel 
Mrs. Samuel Stevens 
Paul E Miller 
R. L Carpenter 
James H Swanson 
Paul lngram 
Dorna Howard 
SusenJones 
John Hicks 
Charles M Moss 
John Franklin Hlggins 
Ted Ada 
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2322 
2323 
2324 
2325 
2326 
2327 
2328 
2329 
2330 
2331 
2332 
2333 
2334 
2335 
2336 
2337 
2 m  
2339 
2340 
2.541 
2942 
2343 
2544 
2345 
2346 
2947 
2348 
2349 
2350 
2351 
2352 
2353 
2354 
2355 
2w 
2357 
2358 
2359 
2360 
2361 
2362 
2363 
2364 
2365 
2366 
2367 
2368 
2369 
2370 
2371 
2372 
2373 
2374 
2375 
2376 
2377 
2370 
2379 
2380 
2381 
2382 

Hal Bueh 
Mike Paynter 
Roger Thlgpen 
Steve Pulllnger 
Colleen Williams 
Roger Williams 
Harriet Shaffer 
Stewan E Shaner 
Paula A Llnder 
E. V Werner 
Lisa Dabek 
Dale Lunsford 
Richard P. Coon 
GaNis M. Reynolds, Jr 
Steven U Ashcraft 
Gene U McGuire 
John 0 Hurd 
Mark Peneonll 
Mark Jacobson 
John R. Lynch 
W E. Ragland 
Patrick D Sarslield 
Lesley Davis Amold 
Lynn Cameron 
Robed 0. Richardson 
Lafayme Bluford Adams, 111 
Roger F. Tlmbrook 
Stanley W Thomas 
Kim Repp 
William Staton 
Ed Foley 
James D Beck 
Erto C Bocci 
Robin Cage 
Dean ottby 
Charles W. Green 
Jeffrey J. Bracken 
Dennis Harbln 
Michael J. Pamv 
William D. Jon&, Jr 
G T.Tibbs 
Leah E. Johnson 
Mike Hill 
Jim Patterson 
James P. Davis, Ill 
1.A Slgnorelll 
F Dallas Parsons 
Lynn Dickerson 
Janice &Jimmy Salmon 
Lynn E. Grilfin. Jr. 
Lynn Cameron 
John R Nodhrop 
Lynn E. Griffin, Sr. 
Anla Posplcszalska 
Jennder Brammer 
Jean L. McCatlhy 
G Nelson Wilson IV 
Yukon Lumber Co. 
Kenny Carroll 
Danlel E. Hemmer 
John L Nachman 

2383 
2384 
2385 
2386 
2387 
23% 
2389 
2390 
2391 
2392 
2343 
2394 
2395 
2396 
2597 
2398 
2999 
2400 
2401 
2402 
2- 
2404 
2'405 
2406 
2407 
2408 
2409 
241 0 
2411 
241 2 
2413 
241 4 
2415 
2416 
2417 
241 8 
241 9 
2420 
2421 
2422 
2423 
2424 
2425 
2426 
2427 
2428 
2429 
2430 
2431 
2432 
2433 
2424 
2435 
2436 
2437 
2436 
2439 
2440 
2441 
2442 
2443 

I - 21 

Pauline Tibbs 
Petition 
Fred W. Shields, Jr 
Scott Roberts 
H D Carter, Jr , Mayor 
Michael D Erlckson 
Joyce C. Few 
Pieter Van Beek 
Darrell E. Cogar 
Clyde 8 Imogene Lmlejohn 
John Jordan 
Ernie Mek 
G. 0 Farrow 
Edwln Brown 
David HopMns 
James Alvls, Jr 
Dane Ohler 
Sally Anderson 
Anderson Flues 
Mark Huffman 
Kevin Steinbo 
Ray M Brown 
John H Habrman, Jr 
Gary L Brubaker 
E. R Lunsiord 
William L Sensabaugh 
Catherine H Pugh 
Melvin Lee Baber 
Andy Baber 
Michael Eartley 
Barbara Campbell 
Jesse J. Campbell 
Carolyn B Campbell 
Edgar E. Taylor 
R L. Staton 
Michael J Colland 
Bob Hess 
Karen E. Debord 
Ted Debord 
Edith G. Bradbury 
Mark E. Thomas 
Avalene C Jones 
Doug and Tina Grandle 
Christ1 Carver 
Steve Tabscott 
Laurine White 
Beverly P Sliver 
Jeanetle Hess 
Linda J. Hopklns 
Harold Grossman 
Peggy H Harper 
Jacqueline A Sobirshl 
Tracy L. Petersen 
Laura A. Kiefer 
Jack Erons 
Howard A Acheson 
Michael Lleb 
Henry H. Wise 
Helen Ware and Collen SmHh 
Janet and Leonard Jarrard 
B Webster 
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2444 
2445 
2448 
2447 
2448 
2449 
2450 
2451 
2452 
2453 
2454 
2455 
2456 
2457 
2458 
2459 
2460 
2461 
2462 
2463 
2464 
2465 
2486 
2467 
2468 
2469 
2470 
2471 
2472 
2473 
2474 
2475 
2476 
2477 
2478 
2479 
2480 
2481 
2482 
2483 
2484 
2485 
2486 
2487 
2488 
2489 
2490 
2491 
2492 
2493 
2494 
2495 
2496 
2497 
2498 
2499 
2540 
2501 
2502 
2503 
2504 

Jennlfer Brammer 
Ania Pospteslalska 
Lynn Mouvely 
Adam & Elizabeth Hupert 
Bonita C. whne 
Jacquelyn E. Mosby 
Cella L Sweeney 
Kevin Arey 
Ed Arey 
Carol Lee Short 
Patricia Attklsson 
Susan Barry 
Deanna Andrew6 
Betty Schewel 
Chauney F. Kutz 
William H Bowers 
R S. Fortune 
William E. Clarkson 
Charles H Wlasneth 
Richard Flinchbaugh 
M M Sanford 
Ernie Thomas 
John W Stewart 
Clint Thomas 
Lisa 0. ottley 
Betty Peters 
Steven P Jordan 
Barbara Lambert 
Robert P Kyle 
J. N o ~ i l l  Jones 
Mary Barnes 
George L Zlegenfuss 
Doug Nelson 
Dave Btyant 
David R FIX 
Thornton W. Burnet 
Barbara P. Kenyon 
Lenn Lannard 
Lawrence B Grdfln 
Randy Garrison 
Christopher D Boch 
Victoria Parriex 
R Ross Roby, M D 
William F. Bennett 
MaNin L Dowdy 
No Signature 
Steven M Scott 
V Ray Phillips. Jr 
Cleora J Scott 
Paul A Van Hoene 
Richard Dowdy 
J L Chafin 
Michael G. Shanks 
Ray F Tesh 
Ann Burchard 
Randall E Dolly 
Thomas S Williams. Ill 
Kris Christensen 
Bienda Duckworth 
David R Richmond 
Terry L Dsiss 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 

2505 
2506 
2507 
2508 
2509 
2510 
251 1 
2512 
2513 
2514 
251 5 
2516 
251 7 
2518 
251 9 
25al 
2521 
2522 
2523 
2524 
2525 
2526 
2527 
2528 
2529 
2530 
2531 
2532 
2533 
2534 
2535 
2536 
2537 
2538 
2539 
2540 
2541 
2542 
2543 
2544 
2545 
2546 
2547 
2548 
2549 
2550 
2551 
2552 
2553 
2554 
2555 
2556 
2557 
2558 
2559 
2560 
2561 
2562 
2563 
2564 
2565 

1 - 2 2  

Rachel Johnson 
Jeff A Webb 
Dlllard Hykon 
Jean C Bratton 
Kenneth R. Landon 
Thomas Neely 
Richard P. Wahl, Jr 
Carla H. Perrenot 
Richard I Crouthamel 
Edward R Johnson 
Craig E Peterson 
James L Franklin, Jr 
Cllff W. Clark 
Willard L Ball 
Brian Krate 
Kaye Chandler 
Susan Demos 
Butch and Dale West 
Marcus K Lundmark 
David Flint 
Glen Adkins 
Ronald Bowman 
James R. Bezanson 
George Beon 
Roger Dledrich 
Miriam L Weaver 
Q. Wayne Martin 
Charles W Rhodes 
Fred L Bagley 
A. Joanne Bates 
Easton Loving 
Rebecca Smlth 
Leon Ellts 
J Terrill McCall 
00 Neely, Jr 
Barbara S Smtth 
Charles Demos6 
S L Spradlin, Jr 
Jeff Devol 
Harold O'Deli 
William B Stuart 
James 0 Logan 
Georgia Peninger 
W Allan Sharrett 
Mike Norris 
Earl Z Damewood. Ph D 
Jane S. Jessee 
Elmer Grimm, Jr 
Wayne Atkins 
William 0. Susling. Jr. 
Rick Thomas 
Terrance Allen Sidley 
Dean F. Amel 
Fmbelt L Henke 
Robert R Putman 
LindaO Akers 
Don Barrier 
Carolyn S Forbes 
Jeff Hicks 
Connie Mercie 
Allen J Cline 



2566 
2567 
2568 
2569 
2570 
2571 
2572 
2573 
2574 
2575 
2576 
2577 
2578 
2579 
2580 
2581 
2582 
2583 
2584 
2585 
2586 
2587 
2588 
2589 
2590 
2591 
2592 
2593 
2594 
2595 
2596 
2597 
2598 
2599 
2600 
2SO1 
2w2 
2603 
2604 
m 5  
2606 
2607 
2608 
2e.m 
2610 
261 1 
2612 
2613 
2614 
2615 
2616 
2617 
261 8 
261 9 
26a 
2621 
262 
2623 
2624 
2625 
2626 

Andrew D. Ciaxton 
Joel M Sowers 
Michael Welch 
John D Hurd 
Sharon M Ripley 
Delmer D. Aylor 
John F. Marshall, Ph.D 
Susan Makural 
Johnalhan Wrlghl 
Terry M. Brooks 
Steve Dlxon 
JosephA Duda 
Kent Fleming 
Emmett S. Grogan 
Randy Hoover 
Warren D Plnniok 
Paul G. Barringer 
Douglas N. Toolhman 
Charles W. Sioan 
Skip Goodrich 
David Jones 
Larry N. Fuller 
Alan Darke 
Michael D. Buckland 
RE. Russell 
Margaret L Gibson 
Scott W. Shailenberger 
Mark F Caron 
C. Richard Devore 
David Thomas 
W F  Lee 
Elton Rlffee 
Dr and Mrs David K. Dirlam 
Robert Baird 
Robert Treiawny 
John A Lackman 
Bob Adklsson 
Charles T. Lane 
Sandy Hart 
Tom R Davenport 
Jenny L white 
William S. Jones 
Sneed T. Adams 
Neil D Emerald 
Gary Miller 
John Garner 
William L Yochum 
David Simon 
Dorothy C Bliss 
Kurt N. Detweiler 
J. Francis Palmer 
George M Jacks 
Davld G Brewer 
Paul A Carpenter 
A. W. Shelhorse, Jr 
Emll Friberg 
Sam Rpiey 
Rodney L Willis 
James B Loan Jr 
Gary R Greenetein 
J C Walls, Jr 

2627 
2628 
2629 
2630 
2631 
2632 
2633 
2e34 
2635 
2636 
2631 
2638 
2639 
2640 
2641 
2642 
2643 
2644 
2645 
2646 
2647 
2648 
2649 
2650 
2651 
2652 
2653 
2654 
2655 
2656 
2657 
2658 
2659 
26M) 
2661 
2662 
2663 
2664 
2665 
2666 
2667 
26M) 

2669 
2670 
2671 
2672 
2673 
2674 
2675 
2676 
2677 
2678 
2679 
2680 
2681 
2w2 
26a3 
2684 
2685 
2666 
2687 

1-23 

M Ann Phillippi, Ph.D. 
James E. Loesel 
Preston Stevens 
John W. Warner 
Bob Dlxon 
Greg Mlck 
S. Vanoe Wilkins, Jr 
Lacey E. Putney 
Joe Marlin 
James E Loesel 
James W Deeds 
Rosemary Richards 
Ruth A Llllard 
Nancy J. Marlin-Perdue 
Ellen V. Ayior 
Maynard Feury 
David Dunsmore 
Charles Kessinger 
Charles Redman 
Lloyd Flury 
James G Dunsmore 
Craig J. Bradley 
John M. Robert6 
Charlie E Givens 
Helen Hamilton 
Roger R Forrest 
William B Stewart 
Robert Hueston 
Jeffrey K. Riggs, Pa 
0. Esler lnskeep 
Janet M Malcolm 
Phillip W Deacon 
B. Clayton Goodman, 111 
Bernard Chestnut 
Russell Broyles, Jr. 
James Blake 
BrendaS Goff 
Bert Caul 
Ernie Reed 
Sarah P. Faulconer 
W. Gentz 
Bobby D Roges 
LloydA Deeds 
RoberlM Carey 
Charles D. Pierce 
Stuart L. Deacon 
Donald P. Mimmo 
Laura A Harders 
Susan G Bender 
J D. Thomea, Jr. 
Morris Daniel 
Andrew J. McCoy 
Joseph G Savery 
M James Menk 
Betty J Owens 
Brian W Edson 
Randall A Ullard 
Alice Menks 
Albert L Huber, M D 
Tony Tomiinson 
Janet P Drumheller 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 



2688 
2689 
2Ew 
2691 
2692 
2693 
2694 
2695 
2696 
2697 
2698 
2699 
2700 
2701 
2702 
2703 
2704 
2705 
2706 
2707 
2708 
2709 
2710 
271 1 
2712 
271 3 
271 4 
271 5 
2716 
2717 
2716 
2719 
2720 
2721 
2 7 2  
2723 
2724 
2725 
2726 
2727 
2728 
2729 
2730 
2731 
2732 
2733 
2734 
2735 
2736 
2737 
2738 
2739 
2740 
2741 
2742 
2743 
2744 
2745 
2746 
2747 
2748 

Gary Mahly 
Grover M. Nicely 
Bonnie J Smith 
David Lynn Dumonsau 
Grant P. Thompson 
Brian Woods 
Douglas C Ramsey 
Dick Shun 
Jerry L Jacobsen 
Kennie 0. Underwood 
Gregory Orndorfl 
Austin Manh 
Richard Broyles 
Bernice Eubank 
Rosalind Wilson 
H C  Edwards 
George M. Deeds 
Ann W Boidin 
Darrln Marbiey 
Wanda C WarlRner 
Richard W Aye- 
David J Heiser 
Chris J. Hyland 
Chris Almond 
Art Fovogue 
Beverley Carver 
Peter Adams 
Jeri Thomas 
Randall Williams 
Luigl Morel11 
Helen M McCoy 
Cecli Holier, Sr 
Ronald G Wasem 
Elmer L Shifflett 
James W Jarreil 
Georgia Thomas 
John W Ballard, Ill 
Ronnie J Simmons 
Thomas W. Deeds 
Marcus N OConner 
Jack W. Smlth 
Samuel L. Rogen 
Jackie L Smith 
Gerald W Huffman 
Mike lwanik 
Ruth D. Nicely 
Harold R Woodward, Jr 
Rev Heather A. Warren 
George G. Givens 
Charles R Douglass 
Mrs Julie C Blunt 
Jesse L. Daries 
LeonaM Sonne 
Charles Perdue, Sr , Ph D 
Joseph A. Schifrln 
Terry L. Meade 
John M Hanccck 
William R Moodispaw 
R L Owens, Jr. 
Jack J Schikhuls 
Michael Allen 

2749 
27750 
2751 
2752 
2753 
2754 
2755 
2756 
2757 
2758 
275s 
2780 
2781 
2762 
2763 
2764 
2765 
2766 
2767 
2769 
2769 
2770 
2771 
2772 
2773 
2774 
2775 
2776 
2777 
2778 
2779 
2780 
2781 
2782 
2783 
2784 
2785 
2786 
2787 
2788 
2789 
2790 
2791 
2792 
2793 
2794 
2795 
2796 
2797 
2798 
2799 
2wxI 
2801 
2802 
2803 
2804 
2805 
2806 
2807 
2808 
2809 

Ellen Halbert 
Lawrence P O'Donnell 
Richard Lambert 
Shyia Vesitis 
T H Lillard, Jr. 
Mary M. HarsMield 
Sarah Faulconer and Lynn Cameron 
Stanley Spitler 
John W Rogers 
William Gimbel 
Larry L Baker 
Helen G -A 
Heidi Haverson 
Jehu Austrir 
Menton Frierson, Jr 
Heather Taylor 
Jane Gaidos 
William Gaidos 
Linda Thomas 
Patricia Brubaker 
Bonnie Jones 
Steven M Fox 
Kristine J Olka 
John Dean 
Lynn Alien 
Gail Dussere 
Wes Allen 
Tracey Homen 
William G Maddax 
Paul Rosen 
Ralph T Dameron 
Coniey E. Daughtty 
Kenneth 8. Lunsford 
Raymond E Lunsford 
Romonda Barkley 
Roger E Bartley, II 
Dennis M Campbell 
Lyman D. Allen, Jr 
Betty J Baber 
J. W Baber, 111 
Henry W Barber 
Jean and Dillard Morris 
KeHh A Mays 
Robelt Patterson 
JohnW Baber 
Junior C Fox 
Pamela Pride Eaton 
Sergeo Levy 
Cheryl Chapman 
Gregory H Apiet 
M L Sheffer 
Tricia Qrant 
Gayle Petersen 
Ann E Werner 
Lucinda Bishop 
Mar/ Heniey 
Barbara Dowell 
Neil Andreal 
Patrick Knighton 
Neil 0 Rider 
Ginny Sonne-Peieson 
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2810 
281 1 
2812 
2813 
2814 
2815 
281 6 
281 7 
281 8 
281 9 
2820 
2821 
2822 
2823 
2824 
2825 
2826 
2827 
2828 
2829 
2830 
2831 
2832 
2833 
2834 
2835 
2836 
2837 
2836 
2839 
2840 
2841 
2842 
2843 
2844 
2845 
2846 
2847 
2848 
2849 
2850 
2851 
2852 
2853 
2854 
2855 
2856 
2857 
2856 
2859 
2860 
2861 
2862 
2863 
2864 
2885 
2866 
2867 
2668 
2889 
2870 

Liz Wilsdorf 
Tal Munasfil 
Samuel Fisher 
RobertV Clagett 
Greg Benson 
Rodney G Duley 
Doc Blanchard 
George Burgess, Esq 
Charles Dlllon 
Dr Dennis Carllnl 
Edward Farmer 
Rosene Tlppen 
James D Bailey 
Pat Loving, Jr 
James E. Loesel 
Mac McDaniel 
L B. Hills 
Art Ostdiek 
Davld H Morris 
R. H. McFaddin 
Anthony P. Mollish 
Donald L Prin 
Kenneth A. PrHt 
Jo Anne ScoU Webb 
Douglas G. Barbour 
Roland and ltsuko Waiters 
EvaM Lively 
Ronald J. Falyar 
Jesse C. Thompson, Jr 
N. Wayne Yoder 
James R. Barrett 
Cleveland H. Porter, Jr , D D S 
Joe Cheney 
Floyd C Ryman 
Todd Shauger 
Patricia J Fraser 
S. Ed Kuhn 
Sue Carolyn Smlth 
Fred M Dean 
Billy Perry 
Donald E Shires 
Clyde H Shlpp 
Donald L Ryman 
Mr Blaine E. Peet 
Marie Dills 
Diane C. Bowman 
Henly and Jill Bruhl 
Daisy Obllnger 
Armpie Tauman 
Owen R. Beale 
Ann Marks 
William E Gayle 
Lee Kelieher 
T Ritchle Peery. D D S 
Victor Dunsmore, Sr 
Roger D Groot 
Donald H Lene 
George Fralln 
David W Cart, Jr. 
John R Fowler 
David Bhlob 

2871 
2972 
2873 
2874 
2875 
2876 
2877 
2878 
2879 
2880 
2881 
2882 
2883 
2884 
2885 
2888 
2887 
2888 
2889 
2890 
2891 
2892 
2893 
2894 
2895 
2896 
2897 
2898 
2899 
2900 
2901 
2902 
2903 
2904 
2905 
2906 
2907 
2908 
2909 
2910 
291 1 
2912 
2913 
2914 
2915 
2916 
291 7 
291 8 
291 9 
2920 
2921 
2922 
2923 
2924 
2925 
29Ee 
2927 
2928 
2929 
2930 
2931 

25 

David R Olund 
Jack Williams 
James A. Ruckman 
Steve M Hundley 
James A Mccann 
Victor Dunsmore, Jr. 
Jeanette B. Roblnson 
Daniel M. k y e r  
George & Mary Bobenia 
Ollie W. Kitchen, Jr 
ClHford Miller 
Kenneth B Kirkham 
T. J Daly 
Rose A Magnarella 
Tonya Grinde 
Marvin Q Tlnsley 
Rick Bonifant 
Paul F. Torrence 
H. A Turner 
James Farmer 
Mark 0. Slms 
Jacob A. Kamerow 
Robert T. Forney 
Adellne B. Lyle 
Richard G Dowlavage 
Charlotle L Umholtz 
Stephen R Halnes 
Craig R. Kaderavek 
Reese Bull 
Constance A Morella 
Sue M. Haley 
Keely Mackey 
David E Nees 
Thomas E Carroll 
Herbert Hardbarger, Jr. 
Fred Burke 
Linda Wade 
Timothy Wade 
Pettiion 
Gary Dellinger 
Richard L. Hundley 
David A. Snebold 
I. Fredrick Trew 
Frank Baber, 111 
N.E. Houser 
Brooks Imln. Jr. 
Arnold L. Warlitner 
John M Yeago 
J. Cariton Courter, 111 
Charles T Campbell 
Bruce & Bonnie Benedlct 
Clyde T. Smith 
Terry S Templeton 
David G Wllcher 
Sue Carlyle 
Trenor L. Hypes 
Ken Isaac 
Stephan T. Clark 
Charles T. Boggs 
R Lee Kernel1 
Gary J. Close 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 



2932 
2933 
2934 
2935 
2936 
2937 
2938 
2939 
2940 
2941 
2942 
2943 
2944 
2945 
2946 
2947 
2948 
2949 
2950 
2951 
2952 
2953 
2954 
2955 
2956 
2957 
2958 
2959 
2960 
2961 
2962 
2963 
2964 
2965 
2966 
2967 
2968 
2969 
2970 
2971 
2972 
2973 
2974 
2975 
2976 
2977 
2976 
2979 
2960 
2981 
2962 
2983 
2984 
2985 
2988 
2987 
2988 
2989 
2990 
2991 
2992 

Larry Gochenour 
Nora M Taylor 
Rob and Sandy Fountain 
Carve1 Blair 
Bryan Barb 
Mark Burton 
Danny B Goodbar 
Ike Knox 
Alan E Bellinoff 
Waltman Wade 
Steve Parks 
Layne W Beverly 
Belty Cochran 
Mary Ruley 

Daryl E Reed 
Robert Bowyor, Jr. 
Glen W. Snider 
Wayne Huffman 
Troy Beverley 
David Eggleslon 
Lowell A Davis 
Donnle Wines 
Tammy Johnson 
Larry A Clark 
Donnie Huffman 
A K. Miller 
William M. Hall 
Mike Bare 
Martha Garrett 
Frank Dawdra 
J David Hall 
Randy Camden 
Gary Spance 
Ronald N Gilman 
Randy Humphries 
Warre Maddox 
Mike ^unler 
Michael D Cheatham 
H. P Brown, 111 
Wayne D Peterson 
H P Brown. IV 
Gregory Syle 
Eric Snyder 
Thomas J Lloyd 
E A. Villafranca 
Arthur W Hurt 
Jason Amos 
C Thilsims 
V Gwen Warr 
Timothy M White 
Steve Slagle 
Robert R Floyd, Sr 
Tollie D Moore 
E R Glass 
Joe Glass 
Ronald E Whlte 
Eddie Foster 
Barry W Tyree 
John Merrison 
Hershell Burr 

Robert spigm 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 

2993 
2994 
2995 
2996 
2997 
2998 
29gg 

3wo 
3w1 
3002 
3003 
3004 
3w5 
3w8 
3w7 
3wB 
30% 
3010 
301 1 
3012 
3013 
3014 
3015 
3016 
3017 
3018 
3019 
3Mo 
3021 
3022 
3023 
3024 
3025 
3x6 
3027 
3028 
3M9 
3030 
3031 
3032 
3033 
3034 
3035 
3036 
3037 
3036 
3039 
3040 
3041 
3042 
3043 
3044 
3045 
3046 
3047 
3048 
3049 
3050 
3051 
3052 
3053 

1-26 

Lloyd Pennlngton 
Jerylene Mason 
Nancy R Hartless 
Henry L Henson 
Wendell Lee Fitz, Sr 
David Coleman 
E. R. Montgomery, Jr. 
Lee Wright 
Delores Humphries 
William A Rudford 
May Lowe 
Edmond Floyd 
W. C. Biller, Jr 
Bill Floyd 
C. S. Hesk 
Delmas Clark 
Newassa Huffman 
Carrie Mason 
Frances Fields 
Audrey Slalon 
Gary Knick 
Pam Shiley 
V Eugene Wood 
H P Brown, IV 
Frank Davidson 
Randy Humphries 
Gary Spence 
Randy Camden 
Fred Calldl 
William M Hall 
Donnle Huffman 
A K Miller 
Russel Glen 
David L. Eggleston 
Lee Wright 
Wayne Huffman 
Daryl E Reed 
Robert C SpyR 
Troy Beverly 
Glen W. Snider 
Robert L Bower Jr 
Layne W Beverly 
V Eugene Wood 
Edward M Hamilton 
Mike Bare 
Warren Muddox 
Michael D, Chealhen 
H P Brown, IV 
G Sythe 
Jason S Amos 
Eric Snyder 
C Russell Williams 
V Gwen Ware 
Timothy M Whlte 
Steve Siagle 
Tollie D Moore 
C R Glass 
Joe Glass 
Ronald E Whlte 
Eddie Foster 
Barry W Tyree 



3054 
3055 
3056 
3057 
3056 
3059 
3x33 
3061 
3062 
3063 
3064 
3065 
3068 
3067 
3068 
3069 
3070 
3071 
3072 
3073 
3074 
3075 
3076 
3077 
3078 
3079 
3080 
3081 
3082 
3083 
3oe4 
3085 
3086 
3087 
3088 
3089 
3wo 
3091 
3092 
3093 
3094 
3095 
3096 
3097 
3098 
3099 
3100 
3101 
31 02 
31 03 
3104 
3105 
31 06 
31 07 
3108 
3109 
3110 
3111 
3112 
3113 
3114 

John Morrison 
Herbert H Brown 
Mike Gunter 
Martha J Garrett 
Robert Miller, 111 
Paul Wisman 
Betty Troumadd 
James Parsons 
John Kemp 
Illegible Signature 
Joe Archambeauk P.E. 
Yolanda Spencer 
David H. Kinney 
Stella M Koch 
John S. Gottschalk 
Patricia A Jackson 
Heloise D H Dornln 
Robert T. Dornin 
Megan Gallagher 
Katheryne L Goodman 
Kate Goodman 
Joseph P Weeks 
Susan C. Weeks 
David Chuse 
Lind Kolodziej 
Neal D Emerald 
Loudell R Staunton 
Brian W Moores 
Georgia H. Herbert 
Josephine De Give 
Timothy Cook 
Shelley G Bourdon 
James F. Brown 
Laura Thicker 
Rebecca Conway 
Stephen Parks 
Marilyn & Pat Lockhart 
Jennlfer Hiebert 
Debra Livramento 
Helen Oldenberg 
Kurt J Erchlnson 
John M Parfell 8 Dorothy Day 
Michael Farabaugh 
Rev Rick Hill 
Maty P Sease 
Chas. Grady 
Samuel and Margaret Johnson 
Theron Smalbidre 
Kenny Wagoner 
Robert Rogers 
Jack Barker 
Thomas Mcclain 
Ronald Shingleton 
Lonnie Lackey 
John Taylor 
Douglas Perry 
Jeff Swiger 
Steve Lawson 
Franklin Taylor 
Tip Starkey 
Roger L Robertson, Jr 

3115 
3116 
3117 
3118 
3119 
3120 
3121 
3122 
3123 
31 24 
31 25 
31 26 
31 27 
31 28 
3123 
3130 
3131 
3132 
31 33 
31 34 
31 35 
31 36 
31 37 
3138 
3139 
3140 
3141 
3142 
3143 
3144 
31 45 
3146 
31 47 
31 48 
3149 
3150 
3151 
3152 
3153 
31 54 
31 55 
3156 
31 57 
31 58 
31 59 
3160 
3161 
3162 
3163 
3164 
3165 
3166 
3167 
31 68 
3169 
3170 
3171 
31 72 
31 73 
31 74 
31 75 

Donald S Sims. Jr 
Gordon L Souz 
Roger Ellewod King 
Margaret J. Simms 
Roger L Robertson 
Reed Probat 
Claude Gflinger 
Claude L Qtninger 
Thomas Symmes Jr 
George Dephe 
M Hartman 
Sandra Hauser 
DwigM Bolyard 
Blll& Helen Braunworth 
Calvin Plfer 
John Lipscomb 
Max Whlte 
Joseph Hauser 
William Hauser 
Pete Evans 
Wade Han6er 
Robert Harsh 
Jackie Snyde 
David Wiles 
Kevln Wiles 
JohnC Hall 
H Hartruss 
Ralph Buckley 
Herbert Richey 
Warren Groves 
W Myer,II 
Mark Crummett 
Oliver Bauer 
Jane Harrison 
Barbara Phillipson 
Larty Collins 
Chad Mays 
Kenny Mays 
Edward B. Decker 

Anne B. Dale 
Edward M. Dale 
Willie L Mccune 
Sharon Grflin 
EddieT Allen 
Roger C Allen 
Manley T Allen 
Stephen P. Troxell 
Terty L Shifflett 
Dennis M Campbell 
Tim Chandler 
Chris FreWell 
Danny Clinedinst 
Chris Marshall 
Ronnie Henderson 
James C Ratcltffe, 111 
David L Campbell 
W H Reid 
J L Aikens 
R C Roger 
Frank Pyanue 

W B Waggy 

1-27 LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETTER NUMBER 



31 76 
31 77 
3178 
3179 
31 80 
3181 
3182 
3183 
3184 
3165 
31 86 
31 67 
31 86 
3169 
31 90 
3191 
3192 
3193 
3194 
3195 
31 98 
3197 
3198 
31 99 
3200 
3201 
32M 
3203 
3204 
3205 
3206 
3207 
3208 
3m 
3210 
321 1 
3212 
3213 
321 4 
3215 
3216 
3217 
321 8 
3219 
3220 
3221 

3223 
3224 
3225 
3226 
3227 
3228 
3229 
3230 
3231 
3232 
3233 
3234 
3235 
3236 

Rebecca L. Thompson 
Ralph E Grfflln. Jr 
0 Martin Wheeler 
Brenda F Thompson 
H Paul Thompson 
Steve Sulton 
Whltney P. Terrell 
Gary L Brubaker 
John Abshlre 
Paul Drlner 
William Warren, Jr. 
T Payton Coyner 
Rick Hlcklln 
E Whalen 
Steve Coffman 
Mark Schleupner 
Thomas 0. Elck 
G Vanpen 
Dr Broslus, Ph D. 
Anna Hall 
Martha P. Make1 
Bruce L Legge 
David Rockman 
Karen Silver 
Jennifer Oman 
Dave Corban 
Mark R Wwdle 
Greg Sandage 
Sarah Swank 8 Jon Kastendlck 
Carol Gardner 
Thelma G Strehle 
Doug Sease 
Suzanne Sease 
C Refer 
Charles 6. Feneier 
Michele R Rudash 
Nan Jack 
Dana Kirby 
Louise and Mliton Perlman 
Lacey L Leffel 
Charles And Martha Maddox g 
Bill and Joyce Fuller 
Thomas J. Glllerfrie 
E Whelty Hopi 
Aubor T. Bloh 
Jonathan Stanly 
illegible Signature 
Brian Pod 
Donald J Skelly and Chad Fears 
Allison Babs 
Christopher F Trlcarlck 
Harvey W Ollinger 
Carl Dale 
Laura Musser 
Kathleen A Griffin 
Jo Ellen Capstack 
Merrlheih Neal 
Nancy Stellar 
Mary Ann Yarslnske 8 John Cunningham 
Ted Urappel 
Wendy J Garpow 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LETrER NUMBER 

3237 
3238 
3239 
3240 
3241 
3242 
3243 
3244 
3245 
3246 
3247 
3246 
3249 
3250 
3251 
3252 
3253 
3254 
3255 
3256 
3257 
3256 
3259 
3260 
3261 
3262 
3 w  
3264 
3265 
3266 
3267 
3268 
3269 
3270 
3271 
3272 
3273 
3274 
3275 
3276 
3277 
3278 
3279 
3280 
3281 
3282 
32m 
3284 
3285 
3288 
3287 
3288 
3289 
3290 
3291 
3 m  
3293 
3294 
3295 
3236 
3287 

1-28 

Marsha Shank 
Carl W Frblnger 
Dawn Kern 
Gena Tenney Phenix 
Elbabeth Chappell 
Rose Mcnamerlc 
Susan Aaren 
Erin Use Tabscott 
Patrlcla Rust 
Dr. and Mrs. T. Keith Vest 
Karen Day 
Carolyn Alklre 
Nicole Gravatt 
Steven L Grey 
James Terrlll 
Luther Brown, Jr. 
B Palmer 
Rose Koogle 
Robert Adams 
Jeff Hatfield 
Belle Dreyfuss 
Charles N. Adams, Jr 
William A. Keely 
Dr R Michael Emrin 
Kate Matthews 
Robert Holley 
Joan Adams 
Arthur Chambers 
Sharon Dreyfuss 
Wayne Crlder, Sr 
Regina Shapley 
Sandra S. Howard 
Allen Alexander 
Steven Whitney 
James L. Claybrook 
Eleanor D Campbell 
Chris Lench 
Marion R Whrte 
Mark Campbell 
David Charles 
Steven Eyer 
Kenneth Callahan 
Stacy Depriest 
Robert Bradley 
Steven Southall 
Brian Bland 
Dennis Campbell 
Ronnie Williamson 
Gerald Rogers 
Bryan Knids 
Randy Shifflett 
Kenneth Hill 
Curtis Klncald 
Lonnie Pagans 
Ell Perrlne 
Clyde Pagans 
Cindy Jackson 
Linda David 
Gretchen Robb 
Chrisiian Smlth 
M McKenna 



3298 
3299 
3300 
3301 
3302 
3303 
3304 
3305 
3306 
3307 
3308 
3309 
3310 
331 1 
3312 
3313 
3314 
331 5 
331 6 
3317 
331 8 
331 9 
3320 
3321 
3322 
3323 
3324 
3325 
3326 
3327 
3328 
3329 
3330 
3331 
3332 
3333 
3334 
3335 
3336 
3337 
3338 
3339 
3340 
3341 
3342 
3343 
3344 
3345 
3348 
3347 
3348 
3349 
3350 
3351 
3352 
3353 
3354 
3355 
3356 
3357 
3358 

Patricia Sandage 
Cameron Mvir 
Bruce BatlingAustin 
Leland Keller, Jr. 
Mark Schleupner 
J Smlth 
Jeff Herrln 
Judy Lachappalli 
Jonathan Evans, Ph D 8 Amy Evans, 
Elizabeth & William Solomon 
Elizabeth Bignell 
Tam1 Arbogast 
John Jackson 
Blair Sharpe 
Jackie Cooke 
Frankline Brown, Jr. 
John Marston 
June Yager 
David Carter 
Katherine Orff 
Stephanie Login 
Camille Means 
Dale Dunsmore 
Maynard L. Patterson 
Edward, Scotty, Jean Dawson 
Dan Brownlee 
David Cook 
Helen & Bill Braunworth 
C. C. Manning, Jr. 
Jean K Loesel 
Charlotte Morgan 
Cathy Melster 
Natalie Hawkins 
Malcolm Crosble 
John K Camper 
Edward 8. Hamer 
Herb Goidsteln 
Jo Ellen Parent 
Glen Leasure 
Steven R Parent 
Wyima Davis 
Fred Baker 
A. Foster, 111 
Paul Malios 
Negesh P. Mehta 
Raymond Cohen 
Wayne Raynal 
Ella Baker 
Cathy Wells 
Rlta Jean Leasure 
David F Harris 
Melvin N Leasure 
Mary Barnes 
Helen Hanlz 
Mrs. Farris Hotchklss 
John C Wise 
Laura Neale 
LOIS E Leasure 
Virginia McGhee 
John E. Frledrlchs 
John D Morgan 

3359 
33M) 
3361 
3382 
3383 
3384 
3385 
3366 

M.D. 3387 
3366 
3369 
3370 
3371 
3372 
3373 
3374 
3375 
3376 
3377 
3378 
3379 
3380 
3381 
3382 
3383 
3384 
3385 
3366 
3387 
3366 
3369 
3390 
3391 
3392 
3393 
3394 
3395 
3396 
3397 
3398 
3399 
3400 
3401 
3402 
3403 
3404 
3405 
3406 
3407 
3408 
3409 
341 0 
341 1 
3412 
3413 
3414 
3415 
3416 
3417 
3418 
3419 

1-29  

Thomas H. Ahnemann 
Karen Ahnemann 
Andrew C. Johnson, Jr 
Rebecca McGhee 
Morgan Harris 
BeUy Lemon 
Richard G Barnes 
David Daystar 
Yavlah Renner 
Margaret Dyson-Cobb 
Nancy Spencer 
David Purly 
Tom Marshall 
Ed Moore 
Michael R. Sexton, I1 
Lee Sauder 
Ruth P. Mccormlck-Goodllat 
Zephy Renner 
Margaret Sharbel 
Betty L Putnay 
Stephanie Bond 
Gabriel Leasure 
Phillip R. Welch 
Hawest Leasure 
Larry Mcnell 
Ann Henderson 
Lema and Terry Ojure 
Summer Welch 
Katie McNell 
Katherine Smith 
David A. Johnston 
Pamela E. Brell 
Dan Frese 
Florence 13. Cook 
Mark K Cathey 
Eliot Balazs 
Peter O'Shaughnessy & Frank Hawklns 
Joan Robins 
Qary Slzer 
Billie Jean Slzer 
Drew Wlnterer 
Richard H Moore 
John Grant 
Tom Oxendine 
Andrew H. Williams 
Sally Hutcheson 
Paula Sullivan 
Mark Corrales 
Diane Meiton 
Ben Brown 
James A Strock 
Ellen Jennlngs 
Eric Renner 
Josephine R Morrison 
Alex H. Morrison 
Halnes Sprunt 
Dr David Sprunt 
Elise Sprunt 
Eric Sheffleld 
Elise Sheffleld 
Reid T. Putnev 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 



3420 
3421 
3422 
3423 
3424 
3425 
3426 
3427 
3428 
3429 
3430 
3431 
3432 
3433 
3434 
3435 
3436 
3437 
3438 
3439 
3440 
3441 
3442 
3443 
3444 
3445 
3446 
3447 
3448 
3449 
3450 
3451 
3452 
3453 
3454 
3455 
3456 
3457 
3458 
3459 
3460 
3461 
3462 
3463 
3464 
3465 
3466 
3467 
3468 
3469 
3470 
3471 
3472 
3473 
3474 
3475 
3476 
3477 
3478 
3479 
3480 

Darryl Knick 
Nancy Bidlack 
Patrick Conner 
Steven R Brads 
Steven Brads 
James Benton 
Susan Benton 
Dianna Williams 
Pam Oivers 
Barbara Ruddick 
Jean Nalley 
Linda Jackson 
Brian Nalley 
Llnda 8 Bill Raines 
Betiy Gordon 
Pearline Nalley 
Jdl Allen 
Jeff & Tonya Mcdaniel 
Anna-Marie York 
Rea Klosky 
Henry York 
Colon R McMath 
Alma MoMath 
Kirk McMath 
Darren MoMath 
Larry Hale 
Richard Carhvright Austin 
Jeff Hedrick 
David Work 
D L. Hedrick 
Petition 
Petition 
Petition 
Petrtion 
Petition 
Petition 
Petition 
T C  Pinckney 
Donna Murphy 
Stephen Templeton' 
Jeanne Biggart 
Eve D Fout 
Kathy M Taylor 
Colin Bruce Macleod 
S J  Kolmst&er 
Laura G Dervishian 
Sharon E. Mohney 
Bonnie Pulliam 
Stephen L Stoner 
Philip Paschal1 
Elizabeth 8 Robert Alcock 
Ginger Herring 
Benjamin F Lwingston, 111 
Chris Brinton 
Ruth Hudson 
Emily Johnson 
Lynda Cozart 
Catherine A Anderson 
Madeline Delgado 
Eileen G Popp 
Mrs W J Nelson 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 

3461 
3482 
3483 
3484 
3485 
3485 
3487 
3488 
3489 
3490 
3491 
3492 
3493 
3494 
3495 
3496 
3497 
3498 
3499 
3500 
3591 
35M 
3503 
3504 
3505 
3508 
3507 
3508 
3509 
351 0 
351 1 
351 2 
3513 
3514 
3515 
3516 
351 7 
351 8 
3519 
3520 
3521 
3522 
3523 
3524 
3525 
3526 
3527 
3528 
3529 
3530 
3531 
3532 
3533 
3534 
3535 
3536 
3537 
3538 
3539 
3540 
3541 

I - 30 

Kirk Lunsford, Jr 
Monroe Phillips 
Ned Kahns 
0 W Monk 
Cindy Bowen 
Donald L Ash 
Carlos Marie Ellis 
Vernon L Matpey, Jr 
Lawrence W De& 
Alan S Warden 
Temple Kessinger 
Sharon H. and G Gray Puryear 
Dorothy H Briggs 
Susan Fisher 
Bdly W. Marr 
Virginia M. Drwer 
Michelle 8 Ruth Poignant 
James Kelly 
Newell lmin 
Bruce Griifith 
Roger J Cufton 
Sara Stewart 
Sandra Marre 
Robert N Porter, Jr. 
David 8 Julie Coffman 
Gregory A Stull 
Wm J Ellis, M D 
Kathy Bilton 
Ann M Patterson 
Carol C. Gray 
Ralph W Hart 
Hallie B Albergotfi 
Victoria Riui  
Joe R Meadors 
Bell Martln 
Morton M Smith 
Rosemarie Sawdon 
Ai John Jordan Ty & Carly Eccles 
Larry & Cindy Linville 
Christopher M Stinnetts 
Aubrey Neas 
Laurie and Leonard Adin 
Phyllis M Dawson 
R Lynn Browder 
Rickay ShoM 
John D Doyle, Jr 
Jill Harper Seam 
Karen Waldren 
C Kunkel 
Sylvia Staukavich 
Howard Sturgeon 
Joe Malloy 
Elizabeth Travis 
Thomas Sowers 
Homer W Wltcher 
David Siskind 
Michael A Francis 
Debby Thoma 
Ron Boyd 
Ronald T Malcolm 
Frederick E Rose 



3542 
3543 
3544 
3545 
3546 
3547 
3548 
3549 
3550 
3551 
3552 
3553 
3554 
3555 
5556 
3557 
5558 
3559 
35w 
3561 
3562 
3563 
3564 
3565 
3566 
3567 
3568 
3569 
3570 
3571 
3572 
3573 
3574 
3575 
3576 
3577 
3578 
3579 
3580 
3681 
3532 
3583 
3584 
3585 
3586 
3587 
3588 
3589 
3590 
3591 
3592 
3593 
3594 
3595 
3596 
3597 
3598 
3599 
s6w 
3M)l 
3602 

Del McNeely 
Robert 8. Turk 
James Troy 
Dan Miles 
Elizabeth I Vander Berg 
John P Cone, Jr 
Mr and Mrs B R Lamb 
Ralph Benton 
N A. Fhpatrick 
R HoRHogan 
James E. Grobowskl 
Joan Chapman 
Charles H Hartman 
Andrew Nimmo 
Roger L. Sherman 
Mark M Lloyd 
J Bryan Wibberley 
Thomas E Flora. Sr 
Elmer E Haicher 
Tom Evans 
Raymond A. Booth 
Tern lkard 
K A Toombs 
Marjorie Griffith 
N Haynie Kabler 8 Sarah E Kabler 
Watt Bradshaw 
Cricketl Hammond 
Marshall Brooks 
Michael L Lee 
IN Gupton 
Mary Jane 8 J B Linker 
Arnold Scott 
James Foley 
Gordon Jeffries 
Clinton Handey 
William Smith 
Melvin D Jones 
Larly Lawless 
J. W Belcher 
Albert L Lance 
(Illegible 1st Name) Grlffith 
Winsion Aldermon 
M. D Skekon 
Garland Cochran 
A L. Skekon 
JamesA Gorton 
R Cllfford Belcher 
Cllfford A. Bowman 
Cas Maffizal 
Mary Lou Speckheuer 
Michele C Wright 
Betty Treuey 
Michael Jamison 
Sammy L Stewart 
Sammy L Stewart 
Kenneth K. Patrick 
E F. Frless 
Anthony B Bolen 
George Roger Clark, Ill 
Charlie Smlthers 
John K. Sheldon 
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9603 
9M)4 
3605 
9606 
3607 
3608 
9M)9 
361 0 
361 1 
361 2 
3613 
361 4 
361 5 
3616 
361 7 
3618 
3619 
9620 
5621 
3622 
3623 
3824 
3625 
3626 
3627 
3628 
3629 
9630 
3631 
3632 
3633 
3634 
3635 
3636 
3637 
5638 
3639 
3640 
3641 
3642 
3643 
3644 
3645 
9646 
3647 
9648 
3649 
9650 
3651 
3652 
3653 
3654 
3655 
3656 
3657 
3658 
3659 
36M) 
3661 
3662 
3663 

Wayne Finch 
Elizabeth L Neil1 
James M Whitney, Jr 
Bill and Sally Miller 
Laura Bliss 
Richard D Jacques 
Daniel H Turner, 11 
John P Newmarker 
Thomas E. Carroll 
James A Brm, Chairman 
Roger Dexter 
Larry W George 
Nina Pfelffer 
Peter Robinson 
Richard Q Breeden 
Danlel B. Deeds 
Kristen A Ciarrocchl 
Gilliem Kirkpatrick 
Robert M Garrison 
Mr Louis Makey 
David Copley 
Emmm Clark 
Ed Page 
Roy E Si John, Jr 
Kenneth A Gibbs 
Jim Mcavoy 
Krlstin B Peckman 
Dan E French 
Steve Letterman 
Dave Patrick 
Nat Mawby 
Joseph P Briggs 
Ronald R Knlpling 
Max Kendall 
Benny Southall 
David A Clark 
James C Campbell 
Eric Seaborg 
Sam 8 Dora Lee Ellington 
L Guy 
Don Henne 
Andrew Woody 
Marie B Tyree 
P Albright 
Jean E Hiatt 
Michael C Cundlff 
William D Rice 
Robert E Wallace 
Diane Goodhart 
Melinda L McDaniel 
Donald R Nulpy 
Norman E Beam 
Erik W. Robeler 
Tom Phillips 
David B Spears 
Bert Caul 
Mary 8 Harry Bennett 
Dennis Austin 
Tammy Browning 
Arlene B Green 
Teresa Taylor 
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3664 
3665 
3666 
3667 
3668 
3689 
3670 
3671 
3672 
3673 
3674 
3675 
3676 
3677 
3678 
3679 
3680 
3681 
3882 
3683 
3684 
3685 
3686 
3687 
3686 
3689 
3690 
3691 
3692 
3693 
3694 
3695 
3696 
3697 
3698 
3699 
3700 
3701 
3702 
3703 
3704 
3705 
3706 
3707 
3708 
3709 
3710 
371 1 
3712 
3713 
3714 
3715 
3716 
3717 
3718 
3719 
37m 
3721 
3722 
3723 
3724 

Jim Philpotl 
Nlcky Staunton 
Thomas G Black 
Juanita Roe 
Kent Bartley 
Scott and Virginia Shackelford 
William Baum 
George Wetzel 
Roy D. Zangarl 
Jerry Hooke 
MO Duncan 
Gary Leggelt 
Frederick, Margaret, Dr. Carmen Rexrods 
Kimberly Richardson 
Patricia Mankln 
JohnT Deacon 
Mary Le Grand 
L Craig Carr 
Preston L. Lench 
Kenneth H. Lowery 
Charles E Horn 
Stephanie A Michaels 
E. E. (Gene) Dlxon, Jr. 
Kathleen Fovargue 
W. L. Wilsher 
Mark Hollberg 
Marilyn Peters 
Joseph P Morra 
Brian Blankenship 
James Johnson 
Robert G. Mason 
Anthony L Blow 
Duncan Fairlie 
William Aypen 
Charles D Engle 
Barbara Rebart 
Daniel Lam 
Kelly Hutcheson 
David Griffiths 
Jane Coleman 
Harold G Snead 
Josephine F De Give 
Pennie & Dennis Dunham 
Humphrey Moynihan 
Charles W Perdue 
Gene Gendersen 
F Kaid Benfield 8 Robbln S Marks 
Claire A Collins 
Neal D Emerald 
Michael L McGlothlin 
C M  Gunst 
Phillip V Bagdon 
Philip Scott Park 
Dennis C Vincent 
W E Berthrong 
Hannonson J Floyd, Jr. 
Patrick Vaccarino 
William L Johnson. I1 
John W Macllroy 
Mary M Bechtold 
David A West 
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3725 
3726 
3727 
3728 
3729 
3730 
3731 
3732 
3733 
3734 
3735 
3736 
3737 
3738 
3739 
3740 
3741 
3742 
3743 
3744 
3745 
3746 
3747 
3746 
374s 
3750 
3751 
3752 
3753 
3754 
3755 
3756 
3757 
3758 
3759 
3760 
3761 
3762 
3763 
3754 
3765 
3766 
3767 
3768 
3769 
3770 
3771 
3772 
3773 
3774 
3775 
3776 
3777 
3776 
3779 
3780 
3781 
3782 
3783 
3784 
3785 
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Robert Richards 
Steven 8 Wendy Richards 
Robert K Egbert 
J. Edward Hamrick, Ill 
John C. Barber 
James A. Carter 
l a d  Eareckson 
A. Wayne & Teresa Allen 
Paler and Leslie Mehrlng 
Miles Hsrtman 
Richard L. Seeman 
John H. Woolwlne 
Sievle Bond 
Ann B. Bodes 
Kenneth Edlund 
Wliilam Wantha 
Bill & Helen Braunworth 
James E. Loesel 
Randy Bush 
Martin P. Albert, M D. 
Brenda M. Jeffrles 
Ed Allen 
J D. Brackenrlch 
Mike L. Mays 
James Gormy 
Michael Roebuck 
Virgil R.  Groves 
Robert J. Gregorio 
Frank T Chesson 
Duncan C. Augustine 
Don L. Long 
Vaughan Webb 
Steven C. Wilson 
Patrick J Coffield 
Jo Ann N Milander 
Herbert A. Kwasniewski 
Jim Hutchings 
Robert K Schlawln 
Stefan Bechtei 
Dan E French 
John E Allen 
Katherine Anne Rolph 
Brian Bowen 
Larry Barb 
Michael Benton 
Charles T. Cushwa 
William J. Floyd 
Walter A Berg 
JohnA Carter 
Eldon R Plaugher 
Dosie Breeden 
S L Spradlin, Jr 
Fran Genovese 
Jay Shutte 
Leona M Sonne 
Jerw Wilson 
Lewis G Nichols 
Dana Clark 
Petition 
Peter M Schumann 
Bob Peokman 



3766 
3767 
3788 
3789 
3790 
3791 
3792 
3793 
3794 
9795 
3796 
3797 
3798 

38w 
3801 
3BM 
3803 
3804 
3805 
3808 
3807 
3808 
38M) 
3810 
381 1 
381 2 
3813 
3814 
381 5 
3816 
381 7 
381 6 
3819 
3820 
3821 
as22 
3823 
3824 
3825 
3826 
3827 
3828 
3829 
3830 
3631 
3832 
3833 
3834 
3835 
3836 
3837 
3838 
3839 
3840 
3841 
3842 
3843 
3844 
3845 
3846 

3799 

Charles J. Parry 
Kenneth E Grayblll 
Mr. & Mrs. William A. Blatter 
Charles F. Hudson 
Jim Martin 
Leslie B. Dayton 
Donald L. Champion 
Frank V Sherwood 
Robert 8. Szabllnskl 
Dame R. Trainer 
Sharon Whltlock 
Nancy 8 Robert Rolg 
Davld M. Andrew8 
Jefferson M. Bean 
Helen Y. Scott 
Wanda 8. Henwood 
Kirk Lunsford 
Frank Davldson 
Willlam 5. HarUeas 
Karl F. Pint 
Dan Fadely 
Harold Sllcoll 
David L Posca 
Shelly Zoumbaris 
Kekh M. Light 
Allen Belden, Jr. 
Christopher Bailey 
W. R Deacon 
Heather 0. Newmarker 
Jerry W Deacon 
Margie Jeffrles 
Bob Rice 
Austin Mantz, Jr. 
J. E Raynor 
Davld W. Giilesple 
John Rlchard Ale 
Joseph L Lehnen 
JohnJohnson 
Curtis Seiizer 
Bennett H. Beach 
Glen Flanagan 
Jane Fellows 
David E. Larch 
Susan A Henley 
Susan 'Butch' Henley 
Stephen A. Bennett 
Lynda V. Houck 
Edward 8. Wrlght 
Cindy Denchfield 
Mark Henrlg 
Laura Lyons 
Thomas Rooney 
Sylvia Brugh 
William 8 Elkabeth Lamson 
J Dana Mocarron 
Walter W Daggett 
William L. Harris, ill 
Zetta M. Campbell 
Chrlsly Huddle 
Lloyd Sumner 
Ethan Shenkman 

3847 
3848 
3849 
5850 
3851 
3852 
3853 
3854 
E855 
3858 
3857 
3858 
3059 
3860 
3861 
3882 
3863 
3884 
3865 
3866 
3867 
3888 
3869 
3970 
3871 
3872 
3873 
3874 
3875 
3876 
3877 
3878 
3879 
3880 
3881 
3882 
3863 
3884 
3885 
3886 
3887 
3888 
3869 
3890 
3891 
3892 
3893 
3894 
3895 
3896 
3897 
3898 
3899 
3900 
3901 
3902 
3903 
3904 
3905 
9906 
3907 

James & Dlanne Rusnak 
Daniel M. Downey 
Matthew C. Allen 
Francls Racette 
Marilyn Howath 
Mrs Julie C. Blunt 
John M. Yeago 
Norrls Q. Bruke 
Daniel P. Small 
J. Michael 8 Royce Oxley 
David Dagenhart, Jr. 
Jeanne Darling 
Kimberly M. Jones 
James D. Terry 
Sam Petten 
Paul Bourdon 
Eleanor J. Marshall 
Charley W. Banks 
Davld L Posca 
Robert A couiter 
Kenneth A. Scott 
Richard S. Olseth 
Dennis T. Conroy 
Robert J. Saltess 
Dr. Holden Dlreskendi 
L. Ryan Hodges 
Douglas Awry 
W. C. Bowling 
Bennle N. Shaver 
Gordon Avery 
Basil H. Tenney 
Randy Fader 
Cecil Holier, Jr. 
William J. Brill 
Tommy Jamerson 
Michael D. Brewer 
John 8. Smlth 
Myra 0. Karacofe 
Howard Cawright 
John M. Sibold 
John Fairfield 
Miles Hartman 
Kenneth R Rexrode 
J. R Dlxon 
JohnA Luke 
Marie M Muller 
R Timothy R Romen 
Jonathan L Thoma 
Myrtle Conner 
Dr R Bradley Pierce 
W. Alex Sasamoto 
Sue F. Lee 
William L Adams 
Ginger Sanderson 
Philip J. Rossano 
David L. Bowers 
Christopher G Gelliug 
Edward G Fraree 
Phyllis Shutte 
Jack Albright 
H Marshall Jarren 
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3908 
3909 
391 0 
391 1 
3912 
391 3 
3914 
3915 
3916 
3917 
3918 
391 9 
3920 
3921 
3922 
3923 
3924 
3925 
3926 
3927 
3928 
3929 
3930 
3931 
3932 
3933 
3934 
3935 
3936 
3937 
3938 
3939 
3940 
3941 
3942 
3943 
3944 
3945 
3946 
3947 
3948 
3949 
3950 
3951 
3952 
3953 
3954 
3955 
3956 
3957 
3958 
3959 
39M) 
3961 
3962 
3963 
3964 
3965 
3966 
3967 
3968 

Mr Johns Meckley 
Robert Berdwell, Ph D 
Phillip Hanood 
Seth Heminway 
Edward G Kraynok 
G B Ragsdale 
Charles C Hooks, Jr 
George Smtih 
Thomas W Woodward 
Richard L Youmans 
Clyde U Venable 
James M. Hoya 
Mr. 8 Mrs Eugene Meekins 
Elizabeth H. Belcher 
Dennis Hendricks 
Brian D. Shirley 
Jordan Luke 
Denver Tiller 
Erenlon H Staples 
Henry D. Carr 
Doris L Magee 
Ross S Shearer, Jr 
William S Graybeal 
Dona Davis 
J E & Darleen S Martin 
M A. Jones 
Curtis I Taylor 
B L Welmer 
James E Loesel 
James E Loesel 
Malcolm Cameron, Jr 
Daniel B Deeds 
David E. Steffen 
David N Slattzell 
Lynn Cameron 
Lou Schmidt 
Howard McClanahan 8 Donald Cook 
William L Hardbarger 
James E Loesel 
Judlth B Williams 
Sharon L Cooper 
Richard A Harris, Jr 
Scott H Wingfield 
William B Leichter 
James W Garner 
Cecil L Boggs. Jr 
Melvin J Burch. Jr 
S L Spradlin. Jr 
Gary G Youngbiood 
John 6 Bazuin, Jr. 
John B Kulsiad 
William N Gordge, M D 
Calvin Harris 
Charles E Sullivan 
Lee Bowen 
James E Loesel 
James E Loesel 
StevenA Rapp 
Hal Cantrill 
Edward Whlte 
Alan Lane 
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3969 
3970 
3971 
3972 
3973 
3974 
3975 
3976 
3977 
3978 
3979 
3980 
3981 
3982 
3983 
3984 
3985 
3986 
3987 
3988 
3989 
3990 
3991 
3992 
3993 
3994 
3995 
3996 
3997 
3998 
3999 
4000 
4w1 
4w2 
4003 
4w4 
4w5 
4w6 
4w7 
4w8 
4009 
4010 
401 1 
4012 
4013 
4014 
4015 
4016 
4017 
4018 
4019 
4020 
4021 
4022 
4023 
4024 
4025 
4026 
4027 
4028 
4029 

Robert J Shura 
Richard Buzard. Jr. 
James C. Clark 
Lester L Campbell 
Stephen Brown 
Richard D Perslnger 
James M Eoone 
A R Schroeder 
Michael O'Brlen 
Kenneth J Roberts 
James Earl Kennemer 
Karen C Wmig 
Steven Krlchbaum 
Adene Cook 
Petltion 
Davld James 
Elizabeth Hutchinson 
John D. Hutchinson 
Jesse Jones 
Wayne D iverson 
Jackie Taylor 
Greg Harris 
W R Garland 
Richard L Clark 
Rick Webb 
Daniel N Jack 
Patrick Donnelly 
Julie Engsberg 
Michael L Lipford 
Jack Reeder 
T. H Watkins 
Nicky Staunton 
John R Sweet 
E W Irving, Jr 
Elliot Schewel 
Brian Knox 
Robert D Forster 
Donald E Balrd 
J D Brackenrich 
Jonathan E Parker 
Edward T Wallers 
Nelson Lewis 
Thomas M Bennett 
Donald H White 
Gary Marr 
Stuart and Joan White 

David Skeval 
William H Ramsey 
Robert J. Lowe 
W Raleigh Novak 
James G Landis 
Frank Watson 
W Edward Hopkins, 111 
Benjamin T King 
Thomas M Schofield 
Eric D Hoover 
Mickey Deike 
Theresa A Duffey 
Oscar F Baxter, IV 
Kurt R Weiss 

Dolly voss 
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4030 
4031 
4032 
4033 
4034 
4035 
4036 
4037 
4038 
4039 
4040 
4041 
4042 
4043 
4044 
4045 
4048 
4047 
4048 
4048 
4053 
4051 
4052 
4053 
4054 
4055 
4056 
4057 
4058 
4059 
40% 
4061 
4062 
4083 
4084 
4065 
4068 
4087 
4068 
4069 
4070 
4071 
4072 
4073 
4074 
4075 
4076 
4077 
4078 
4079 
4Q80 
4081 
4082 
4083 
4084 
4085 
4086 
4087 
4088 
4089 
4c93 

Michael Balilnger 
Dr. Geo Deike 
Michael W Slimak 
Thomas F. Wleboldt 
David Zimmerman 
Adena Cook 
Ben Turley 
Kelth Harbour 
Elizabeth H Haskell 
Cynthia Sulton 
Sherman Bamford 
George Waxter 
S R Gochenour 
Patricia OConnell 
M L Hawley 
Malfourd W Trumbo 
James Earl Kennamer, Ph D. 
Warren Flbgerald 
Ron Brown 
Cecil and Heilen Armstrong 
Mark Keisey 
Irene C. Marston 
Cynthia L Rinker 
Karl Krueger 
William (Butch) Perrine 
Awid Christlansen 
John B Tonkins 
James E. Loesel 
Donna E Berg 
Michael S Hoover 
F Eugene Wimahn 
Christy Henshaw 
James S Armentrout 
Christopher W. Hoover 
Artist Menks 
James D Sulton 
Joseph C Mitchell, Ph D 
J. Bradley 
Beity Anne Hoplie 
Sandra Dean 
A J Pema 
Harry S Mcllvaine 
Joseph R Martin 
Audrey Dannenberg 
Anita Thomasson 
Eve Haverson 
Michael Foxx 
JoannG Hawilt 
Travis Hewm 
Ernie G Hewm 
EddteH Hewm 
D N Clark 
Terry M. Brooks, I1 
George Null 
Carla Schnerman 
Patti Driggen 
Nancy Mcdonald 
Michelle Moring 
Dorothy Siviard 
Debbie Sawyer 
Jonathan Wirth 

4091 
4092 
4093 
4084 
4095 
4(396 
4097 
4caa 
4099 
4100 
4101 
4102 
41 03 
41 04 
4105 
4106 
41 07 
41 08 
4109 
4110 
4111 
4112 
41 13 
4114 
4115 
4116 
4117 
4118 
4119 
4120 
4121 
41 22 
4123 
41 24 
4125 
4126 
41 27 
41 28 
41 29 
41 30 
4131 
41 32 
4133 
4134 
41 35 
41 36 
4137 
41 36 
41 39 
4140 
4141 
4142 
4143 
4144 
4145 
4146 
4147 
4148 
4149 
41 50 
4151 
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Lmda Hatch 
Richard L. Hem 
R Payler 
Sandy Greene 
Agnes T Rollins 
Partrlcla Wade 
Odell S McGuire 
Jean S. Sumner 
George M Skinnett 
Franz-Hakr Sm W 
Anne Houston 
Shirley Atkinson 
Pat Pratali 
Jesica Bui 
Andrew Schwarh. 
Nancy Walker 
James Wilson 
Michele L Smith 
Rebecca Bier 
Jim Bir 
Thomas W. Goodin 
Maggie Turggle 
Peggy Edwards-Frabell 
Mary Jane Huber 
Leslie Edwards 
Sharon Wojno 
Dawn J Grener 
Louis E. Euklse. Jr 
Erick Gregory 
Llzz Szafran 
L Morgan Forsee 
Grace Herzog 
Elizeth Lebega 
Cathy Miller 
Eugenia Acree 
Donna Lowe 
IC J Lowe, Jr. 
W Craig Sease, M D 
Johnathan Achilles 
R Philip lmin 
Kathleen Maier 
Mark Mslik 
Patncia Jepsen Chuse 
John L Lanler 
Elizeth Labega 
Phllliip W Hammond 
Laurie Awens 
Catherine Miller 
Greg Morrison 
Elizabeth Derringer 
Angela Hlll 
Robert J Derange 
Carla Ponciroli 
Grace Herzog 
Pat Pratali 
Peggy Edwards Frabeil 
Mary Jane Huber 
Shirley AtkLnuon 
Anne Houston 
Tom Kihm 
Greg Tucker 
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4152 
4153 
41 54 
4155 
4156 
41 57 
41 58 
4159 
41W 
4161 
4162 
4163 
41 64 
41 E5 
41 66 
4167 
4168 
4169 
4170 
4171 
41 72 
4173 
4174 
4175 
4176 
4177 

4179 
4180 
4181 
41 82 
4183 
4184 
41 85 
41 86 
4187 
41 88 
4189 
41 90 
4191 
41 92 
4193 
4194 
4195 
4196 
41 97 
41 98 
4199 
42-30 
4201 
4202 
4 m  
4204 
4205 
4 m  
4207 
4x18 
4x3 

4178 

Ann Monnig 
Peter Osenton 
Mary Matheme 
Jason Kwok 
Melanie Parks 
Kathy Knight 
Sarah Drain 
Charlotte Venable 
Frank & Shirley Hobbs 
Martha Manner 
J. M Manner, Jr 
Jean Mauner 
Perry Johnson 
Ingrid Simanis 
W T Coleman 
Mrs F M Cahoon 
Virginia Jones 
E. W. Mays, Jr 
William & Elizabeth Washburn 
Nancy Slusser 
H Merrill Pasco 
RobertM Bozic 
Norman Dean 
Paula Nachman 
Paw Fox 
David F. Robinson 
John Nachman 
Jane Dean 
Kenneth B Alexander 
Faye Alexander 
Worthy Martin, Ph D 
Jennlfer Williams 
Robert T. Jordan 
Harold and Margaret Crate 
Francis G Haas 
Ginny Shoosult 
Greg Godbey 
No Signature 
Greg Weaver 
Gayle C Carson 
Mary F Greenlee 
Ginger Hawver 
Nicole E Droben 
Dan Pearson 
Christa Hill 
Wayne C McLaughlin 
Rosemary Boure 
Qerald Mckinney 
Phil Fonel 
Michael Petro 
David Griiflth 
Matthew Greenway 
Leigh Majer 
Peter D Schaller 
Stephanie Wycoff 
Patrick Holan 
Mark McGinn 
Lisa Bagby 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY LElTER NUMBER 

4210 
421 1 
4212 
4213 
421 4 
4215 
4216 
421 7 
4218 
4219 
420 
4221 
4223 
4224 
4225 
4226 
4227 
42% 
4229 
4230 
4231 
4232 
4233 
4234 
4235 
4236 
4237 
4238 
4239 
4240 
4241 
4242 
4243 
4244 
4245 
4246 
4247 
4248 
4249 
4250 
4251 
4252 
4253 
4254 
4255 
4256 
4257 
4256 
4259 
4260 
4262 
4263 
4264 
4%5 
4268 
4267 
4268 
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M. J. Linn 
Carobn C Cosgrove 
Ann McCeffrey 
Robert G. Humphrey 
Kat Neal 
A. Gilllam 
Ron Bloom 
Ophella Van Ludwig 
Ron Shinner 
James E. Loesel 
James E Loesel 
Steven Sutton 
Lynwood H Sours 
Jeffrey Kostelni 
Gary Williams RMer 
Curtis Seltrer 
Daniel A. Grosch 
Maithew J Blackwood 
0. E. Honell 
Edward Mainland 
Nancy ~ i i l iam 
Doris Dee1 Hall 
James E Bryant, Jr. 
Kay Hanes 
David B Mathison 
Tim Hoffman 
Thomas M Ricker 
Daniel Hicks 
Phillip D Coulombe 
Clay Williamson 
Mark L. Shaffer 
Michael O'Brien 
William P Scudder, Jr. 
Carol Jensen 
Sue McDonald 
Charles T. Warren 
George N Keefe 
Alien Kreger 
Sylvia A Brugh 
Andy Mahler 
Carl R Fscher 
Margaret Lindsay 
Donald Walden 
Bob Liebman 
Thomas J. Messenger 
MarkA Smtlh 
Barry L Cook 
Andrew A Armano 
Mary 8 Harry Bennett 
William H Ramsey 
Karen Silverman 
Ronald and Peggy Coniey 
Joann M Joseph 
Dave Cedarleaf 
Charles H Ellis, 111 
Michael S Sution 
Diana Esher 



BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 

48 
53 
54 
59 
131 
143 
145 
166 
174 
280 
282 
266 
370 
374 
384 
490 
570 
667 
703 
747 
749 
753 
758 
761 
765 
769 
770 
771 
802 
81 0 
81 7 
820 
a39 
854 
858 
870 
879 
880 
882 
890 
894 
903 
922 
942 
948 
983 
1060 
1117 
1138 
1141 
1142 
1151 
1178 
1180 
1182 
1231 
1248 
1264 
1270 

Barry F Clutter 
Charles J Saboltes 
Jim Coffin 
JohnA Carter 
J G Hurt 
John P Fitzgeraid 
W R. Small 
R Scott Walllnger 
Stephen A Bennett 
Bill Small 
WayneA Dixon 
Edward L. McCoy 
Christopher S. Smlth 
Barry F Clutter 
Calhoun W. Umphlett 
John F. Rasor 
R. U Thaoker 
Carotyn McDonald 
John Dennison 
Gene Marples 
Joseph R. Newlon 
Charles W Whltmore 
Wendell M Cramer 
Thomas B. Norman 
Mltchell 0. Carr 
C Bruce Powell 
C Bruce Powell 
William T. Shuler 
Stuart Deacon 
RE DosK 
Greg Chapman 
William Maxey 
John Homer 
Charles W Newhall, Jr. 
Peter Beasley 
Randall Eller 
Chris Lyddan 
George C. Patrick 
Sherry J Pierson 
Wayne Davis 
Lloyd Green 
Robert Nort 
Norman E. Murray 
William D. Crull 
Richard Bell, Jr 
H Earl Longest 
Deborah B Baker 
Glenn Dlxon 
Fred Thles 
F A Lugar 
JamesT Martin 
Jeffery A Messenger 
Jerry McKee 
Russell Fritz, Jr. 
Henry Thorton, Jr 
ONeal 
C Wigenton 
Calvert S. Fitzgerald 
PhlllQ J. Statton 

BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 

1-37 

1285 
1309 
1312 
1340 
1353 
1398 
1412 
1413 
1414 
1415 
1416 
1417 
1416 
1419 
1428 
1432 
1549 
1624 
1632 
1633 
1635 
1637 
1643 
1657 
1677 
1812 
1846 
1855 
18M) 
1863 
1865 
1872 
1983 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1969 
1997 
2024 
2026 
2047 
2075 
2161 
Po1 
a1 
2253 
2255 
2263 
2264 
2274 
2275 
2278 
2284 
2266 
2287 
pg3 

2305 
231 5 
2316 

E. F. Oliver 
John M Gregory 
Paul H Delong 
Danny Moore 
Tom Callett 
Hatlar Morgan 
Robert F Woods 
Daniel Ash 
Donald Waugh 
David Mason 
Cindy Ash 
Tommy L Stanley 
John H Tyler 
Raymond Jackson 
B A Mulllcan, Sr 
Robert R Feagans 
Jeff Byrd 
Thomas W Current 
B P Schwanda 
0. J. Rozell 
R H Beauchamp 
Herbert B Murphy 
David Husaw 
JohnA Heard 
Harold Everson 
Maw F. Wirth 
James C Breeden 
Charles R Lloyd 
Charles T Philpott, Jr 
Ken C Kowalskl 
Lawrence R Burton, Jr. 
Freddie L Moore 
Gregow W Cook 
Johne F. Albanese 
Ronald F. Clark 
Stephen Biiley 
Robert D Bedingfield 
Robert B Davis, 111 
J M Davldson, Jr. 
Allen Lowry 
James L Minter 
Kenneth Klahre 
David L Deeds 
Raymond A Majesty 
John E. Masaschl 
Bonnie N. Hoover 
Sara H. Davis 
Philip E. Booker 
W. L. Goard 
Stan Adam 
Roy Mims 
Curtis Miller 
Jerry Holloway 
Jane1 H. Lowe 
Fred Hardin 
Donna Barbour 
R Lynwood Scott 
Paul lngram 
Donna Howard 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
Bus 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
Bus 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 

2317 
2318 
2338 
2"W 
2342 
2343 
2378 
2379 
2451 
2452 
2495 
2499 
2506 
2507 
2516 
2552 
2563 
2582 
2586 
2590 
2610 
2646 
2647 
2658 
2662 
2672 
2676 
2679 
2682 
2833 
2886 
2891 
2893 
2919 
2926 
3095 
3121 
31 22 
31 34 
3439 
3440 
3446 
3484 
35w 
351 4 
3592 
3M)9 
361 1 
3617 
361 8 
3664 
3668 
3673 
3686 
371 4 
3721 
3722 
3754 
3759 
3760 
3765 

Susan Jones 
John Hicks 
John D Hurd 
Mark Jacobson 
W E Ragland 
Patrick D Sarsfield 
G Nelson Wilson. N 
Yukon Lumber Co 
Kevin Arey 
Ed k e y  
J L Chafin 
Randall E Dolly 
Jeff A Webb 
Dillard Hyiton 
James L Franklin, Jr. 
Elmer Grimm, Jr 
Jeff Hicks 
Paul 0. Barnnger 
David Jones 
R E  Russell 
Gary Miller 
Lloyd Fluty 
James G Dunsmore 
Phillip W. Deacon 
James Blake 
Stuart L Deacon 
J D Thomas, Jr 
Joseph G Savery 
Brian W Edson 
Jo Anne Scoti Webb 
Marvin 0 Tinsley 
Mark D Sims 
Robert T Forney 
J Carlton Courier, Ill 
Stephan T Clark 
John M Parfell & Dorothy Day 
Claude Gminger 
Claude L Gminger 
Pete Evans 
Rea Kiosky 
Henry York 
Richard Camright Austin 
G W Monk 
Bruce Grlfftth 
Joe R Meadors 
Michele C Wright 
Daniel H Turner, II 
Thomas E Carroll 
Richard G Breeden 
Daniel B Deeds 
Jim Philpott 
Kent Bartley 
Jerry Hooke 
E E (Gene) Dixon, Jr 
Cilff Gunst 
William L Johnson, II 
John W Macllroy 
Duncan C Augustine 
Jo Ann N Milander 
Herbert A Kwasniewski 
John E Alien 

BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
BUS 
FED 
FED 
FED 
FED 
FED 
FED 
FED 

FED 
FED 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3767 
3773 
3790 
3791 
3805 
381 3 
381 5 
3823 
3831 
3842 
3891 
3904 
3909 
391 2 
391 3 
391 5 
3917 
3967 
3982 
4016 
4017 
4Mo 
4037 
4054 
4236 
4256 
4257 
4260 
4% 
6'2 
91 
875 
895 
ax6 
2630 
2900 

3e43 
4268 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Brian Bowen 
John A Carter 
Jim Martin 
Leslie B Dayton 
Karl F Plm 
W R Deacon 
Jerry W Deacon 
JohnJohnson 
Stephen A Bennett 
William L Harris 
JohnA Luke 
Edward G Frazee 
Robert Bardwell, Ph D 
Edward G Kraynok 
G B Ragsdale 
George Smith 
Richard L Youmans 
Edward Whlte 
Adena Cook 
David Skevai 
William H Ramsey 
James G Landis 
Ketth Harbour 
William (Butch) Perrine 
Tim Hoffman 
MarkA Smith 
Barry L Cook 
William H Ramsey 
Dave Cedarieaf 
Richard Grabowski 
Gary Everhardt 
Jerry C McMaster 
Jennings G Mcabee 
Jim Olin, Member Of Congress 
John W Warner 
Constance A Morella, Member Of 
Congress 
Don Henne 
Diana Esher, Chief 
Peter Frustaci 
Greg Demieville 
McKelden Smtth, M D 
Andrew Macskimmtng 
Walter and Dorothy Peleck 
Jeff Taylor 
Barbara Teach 
W R Vaiden 
Diane Eubanks 
Richard P Grist 
John Mash 
Pat Drouillard 
Gregory J Balcerek 
Bob Mueller 
Frank Overbey 
Thomas G Traver, Jr 
Jesse P Moore 
Vern Henderson 
Skip and Pam Goodrich 
Morgan Sexby 
Johns Barr 
Debra C Welch 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1-38 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
49 
50 
51 
52 
55 
56 
57 
61 
63 
64 
€6 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
73 
74 
75 
76 

60 
81 
63 
64 
8s 
86 
68 
69 
90 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
1w 

n 

Myranne 0 Wylle 
Michael Welch 
Dennis T. Conroy 
Krls Jones 
Donald & Claudla Tyler 
Sandra Thompson 
Elise Galloway 
Emmett Allen 
Connie Fisher 
David J Mlchel 
Steven Wylle 
Michael Jones 
William A Hook, Jr 
Brain and Jean Mccarthy 
Bob Mueller 
Janice and Jimmy Salmon 
David Dagenhart, Jr 
Gary Ullrsl 
Steve Winder 
Dolores C. Acebo 
Carl Parsons 
John L. Naohman 
Michael J Papay 
Stanley B Griffin 
Elizabeth Murray 
Bob Mueller 
Lewis M. Prichard 
Edward Daucheas 
Leon S Minckler, Ph D 
Richard Spotts 
Clarence J Bennett 
Mark Wallner 
William H Craig 
Robin Leonard 
Terry E Van Natter 
Dwaine Bwne 
J. W Puckett 
David M Lupsha 
Ted Harriman 
Gary Crawford 
Chris Burdette 
Eston Norton, Jr 
Jenny McBride 
JulieA Kvlnifl 
W. E Swygert, Jr 
Kedh M Light 
Vernon Garber 
Vernon Garber 
Kadh Light 
Richard P Grist 
Chas A Tanner, Jr 
C E McCallister 
Robert E Lockhart 
William A Regan 
Frederick Meisel, 111 
Larry Kemper 
David Rosa 
Mark Millenbaugh 
Howard C Bailey 
Ted Kyer 
David Naylor 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-39 

101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
1 07 
108 
106 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
I15 
116 
117 
118 
I19 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
I29 
130 
132 
134 
135 
136 
1 37 
138 
140 
141 
144 
147 
146 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
168 
169 
170 

Steve Relnhold 
Rodney Knight 
Reed Taylor 
James R. Road 
Terry R. Gives 
Kevin Bennett 
Danlel H Bragg, Jr 
Phlllp Green 
William D Martin 
Randall Mullins 
Sherry L Keiffer 
Charles R. Stavers 
Roger Lege 
Robert Moss 
Robert Van Der Ham 
Gary L Owens 
Jimmy D Lawson 
D McMillin 
Betty Stacey 
James Bouyer 
Michael E Hinely 
Ernest L. Lake 
Vernon Young 
Eugene K. Ward 
Harold W Hiiton 
Bill Miller 
Johnnl Madison 
ROY Hiiton 
Carl E Gower 
George David Green 
Joseph M Giulianl 
Robert F Mueller 
Elton A. Ellison 
David E. Marsh 
Sue J Wright 
Donald 0. Kirkpatrick 
Vernon Garber 
Richard A Jordan 
Petdion 
Doug Herbart 
Melinda N Ross 
Timothy J. Cox 
Alan Rice 
John R Erskine 
John Edwards 
Mike Juban 
Illegible Signature 
Thomas D Meisel 
Russell L Self 
John Hannan 
D E Cox 
Michael R Gay 
Chris Scott 
Andre Johnson 
Illegible Signature 
Andrew Mchellon 
Kallene R. Purl 
Ross Weaver 
Catherine E Dick 
Tom Elck 
Greg Lemieux 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND I 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

172 
173 
176 
177 
178 
180 
182 

183 
184 
185 
186 
1 8 9  
190 
192 
193 
194 
1 95 
196 
197 
198 
199 
200 
201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
210 
21 1 
21 2 
21 3 
214 
21 5 
21 6 
21 7 
21 8 
21 9 
220 
221 
2-22 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
236 

lone Duslnberre 
Merlone Cobb 
Mark Gardner 
R J. Beahm 
Robert Hunsvcker 
Alexis Zelgler 
Charles W. Houghton. D D S .  
M.S. 
Harry L Sargenl 
John E. Montague 
Robert F Mueller 
G B Foltz 
Steve Henson 
Don McElwee 
Franklin D Groves 
JohnR Branch 
Mr. and Mrs Charles Curbn 
Christopher A Spreker 
M L Jennlngs, Jr 
Roger Thompson 
Ann G Williams 
Peter K Zimmerman 
William J Thurston 
Robert E Williams 
Charles E Smlth 
M ScottVail 
Gary M Wilcher 
Ralph E Helper 
Otenla V Wallace 
Donald L. Slmpson 
Danny Ross 
Richard L Terrell 
John Jackson 
MaryT Ellis 
Randy L Lawson 
Jerry R Taylor, Sr 
William T Hevener 
Richard A Barber 
James B Kelley, Jr 
Gail P Good 
Vanessa Robinson 
Ruth P Altizer 
John C Bauren 
R Berkley Mays 
Lonnie A Hayslett 
Jerry E Ginger 
Bobby C. Augell 
Donald D Scruggs 
Darrel W Tucker 
William H Tucker 
Stuart C Johnson 
Richard K Kedh 
Edward F Lasher 
Herbert C Fruland 
James W Railey, Jr 
Lawrence L Carpenter 
Stephen R Burgess 
James E Salyen 
PatsyG Snead 
William M Conner 
Thomas F Bowman 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

239 
240 
241 
242 
243 
244 
245 
248 
247 
248 
24s 
250 
251 
252 
253 
254 
255 
256 
257 
258 
259 
260 
261 
262 
263 
264 
265 
266 
267 
268 
269 
270 
271 
272 
273 
274 
275 
276 
277 
279 
283 
284 
285 
288 
289 
290 
292 
293 
296 
297 
298 
299 
300 
MI 
302 
303 
3(34 
305 
306 
307 
308 

Jim Given 
Russell W Lerrio 
William E. Hlnkle 
William P. Barber 
Greg Lee 
Robert S Liggins 
Arnold R Persinger 
John R Ruble 
Ezra G Halterman 
T. L Neal 
Charles W Myers 
Undy Bauria 
Beverly R ENln 
S Edward Woodcock 
Ellen J Candler 
Freddie Z Fearell 
E G Huntington, Jr 
Dow E Mongold 
Mike Grist 
Jenny C Fenderson 
R. Wayne Ogden 
G Pettlt 
Dennis L Hall 
June Klement 
Wesley L McClung 
Timothy H Altizer 
Henry C. Jackson, Jr 
Diane C Hicks 
Ronald D Bakes 
Michael P Wade 
James E. Burnene 
Kevin Miller 
Charles Demoss 
Bran A Laudermlll 
Jeffrey Bulischeck 
W A Nikkei 
C. S Gailland 
Charles L Horn 
Glenn L Whitehead 
Dan Phillipon 
Gloria A Brooks 
Collette Anderson 
Lynn Cameron 
E D Woodson 
Rodney G Strong 
Don P. Ruedi 
Charles S Yates 
Stephen D Delappe 
Curtis Seltzer 
Anlta J Haymaker 
Kenneth R Haymaker 
Ronald L Childs 
Charles E Givens 
James R Gibson. Jr 
Gary E Thacker 
HaNey L Mustoe 
Ernest Jones 
William F Staton 
Jennings L Morton 
Robert W Honts 
Robert L Cook 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1-40 



IND 309 
IND 31 0 
IND 31 1 
IND 312 
IND 31 3 
IND 314 
IND 315 
IND 31 6 
IND 317 
IND 318 
IND 31 9 
IND 320 
IND 321 
IND 322 
IND 323 
IND 326 
IND 327 
IND 328 
IND 329 
IND 330 
IND 331 
IND 232 
IND 333 
IND 334 
IND 335 
IND 336 
IND 337 
IND 336 
IND 339 
IND 340 
IND 341 
IND 342 
IND 343 
IND 344 
IND 345 
IND 346 
IND 347 
IND 348 
IND 349 
IND 350 
IND 351 
IND 352 
IND 353 
IND 354 
IND 355 
IND 356 
IND 357 
IND 3% 
IND 359 
IND 3M) 
IND 361 
IND 362 
IND 363 
IND 384 
IND 365 
IND 386 
IND 367 
IND 371 
IND 372 
IND 373 
IND 375 

George M Talley 
Anthony E. Campbell 
Steve M Crawford 
James M. Simmons 
C N. Robertson 
DarrellZ Paxton 
James V. Hefner 
Richard Paul Lilly 
Palriala K Hartman 
Calvin R Worley. Sr. 
Jerry Vess, Sr. 
Patricia McPeek 
David R Whte 
Bertrand R. Sway 
Amanda, Angellna, Miml Woo 
John D Farmer, Jr 
Frederlc Bocock 
James Wetson 
Kmyon Kramer 
David A Moyer 
John H. Burns, Jr. 
Richard E Lee 
B N Stallard 
Homer A Simmons 
Floyd P Flangan 
Ralph D Hamilton 
Bllfy BostlC 
Jennie Hatcher 
DavM K Blankenship 
Raymond C Hunter 
Stanley E. Wright, Sr. 
Michael A. Smdh 
Robert W. Honts, II 
Marlin G Rexrode 
Charles H Zimmerman, Jr 
Carl W Dressler 
Garland H Altizer 
Wilbur J Carpenter, Jr 
Kenneth Hacker 
Anea Lake 
Robert Moss 
Michael Lee Barnhouse 
Vernon H Young 
Larry Knlghton 
James S Birchfield 
Ray A Lockhart 
Carl E Linkenhocker, Sr. 
Mont Andrew 
Daniel Tyson 
Alfred W. Paxton 
Eael B Clark 
Sylvia R. Ehlslnger 
Gerall M Pullln 
JamesA Binnett 
Henry F Turner 
Owen R Beale 
James T Phlpps 
J J Murray 
lone Dusinberre 
James R Burruss 
Shireen I Parsons 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

377 
378 
380 
381 
382 
383 
385 
386 
387 
388 
389 
990 
381 
392 
393 
394 
395 
396 
387 
398 
399 
"3 
401 
402 
403 
404 
405 
406 
407 
4m 
409 
410 
41 1 
41 2 
413 
41 4 
415 
41 6 
41 7 
418 
41 9 
420 
421 
422 
423 
424 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
431 
432 
433 
434 
435 
436 
437 
438 
439 

Thomas M. Stanley 
Mlchelle R Fletcher 
John H. Wick, 111 
Duke Keeler 
Jay Farrell 
Ronald Ellion 
Rick H o k  
Larry D. LooY 
Stephen P TrOXell 
George Oxner 
Stanford Green 
H Neil Smith 
W Sloan GaVin 
Mae Eon 
Hazel Green Meeke 
Illegible 
Charles M GWin. 111 
William Shelhorse 
Robert Fickling 
Steve Brown 
W. C Blalcevey, Jr 
St Clalr Waiters 
D Topper 
Thomas Brinson 
Kenneth 8 Carol Rexrode 
J R Swanbeck 
W. Haoris, Jr 
Illegible 
Ralph Whlte 
Angetyn Ladue 
Albert Shaleal 
Daniel Sturkie 
Larry Horne 
A. C Thomas 
A B Jones 
A W Minchew 
Clarence 8 Helen Harrison 
Mary Kayaselcuk 
Vince D. EIiioU 
Stephen T. 
Robert Rose 
A Mason Glbbes 
Illegible 
Shelby Green 
Lagarr Burton 
Mrs. K C Nash 
L Burton 
Jesse Shlrer 
Robert P Taylor 
David Naylor 
Eugene K Ward 
GradyA lsenhart 
William C. Thomas 
Carles Elllnkle 
Gary E. lsenhart 
W C Williams 
Charles R. Clewery 
Davis E Stull 
Ruhl A Givens 
William D Martin 
Michael E. Hively 

1-41 LIST OF COMHENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

440 
441 
442 
443 
444 
445 
446 
447 
448 
449 
450 
451 
452 
453 
454 
455 
456 
457 
456 
459 
460 
461 
462 
463 
464 
465 
466 
467 
488 
469 
470 
471 
472 
473 
474 
475 
476 
477 
478 
479 
480 
481 
462 
483 
484 
485 
466 
487 
488 
489 
491 
492 
493 
494 
495 
496 
497 
498 
499 
501 
502 

James Dempsy 
Greg Hwely 
Johnnie Madison 
Jeff Perkins 
Jim C. Homer 
Danny Hopkins 
Orval J Russell 
Wayne Smeh 
Robert Malasheirch 
Timothy A Dick 
Michael Ferrell 
Michael W Mytich 
Michael Curtis 
David W Clarke 
Patrkls C Watts 
Wayland A. Laudermilk 
Mary Jane Mltchell 
John C Harris 
Mary Ann Tucker 
Ronnal D. Bostic 
Robinson Claytor 
Alec White 
ScoitA Lacks 
Donald W Woife 
Charles R Campbell 
Shelby Goode 
Hunter A SmHh 
L Doug smnh 
L E Smlth 
Kenny Goode 
Kathy H Campbell 
Diana J Twrtly 
Mrs A W Harding 
Ear D Hanna 
Alslon McClung 
Ronnie Eaves 
Douglas Creasey 
Stephen Bradebaur 
Jimmie Sheiton 
W Lane McComas 
Sarah Neal 
Russell Mooney, Jr 
Charles Miller 
Mrs Roni Wilkins 
James Wilkins 
Norman L Persinger 
Dick Mortimer 
Joseph W Lancaster 
Vickie A Boone 
Roger F Freedman 
Corinne Le Bovlt 
Joseph Mcnamara 
Ned Poyeer 
Harold E Spode 
Paul B Lacy, Jr 
Beverly Worsley 
David M Newkirk 
Ernest0 Pugh 
Donnie E Wheatley 
Rachel Bardwelhlones 
Donald R Ober 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 

IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
iND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

I - 42 

503 
504 
505 
506 
507 
508 
509 
51 0 
51 1 
512 
51 3 
51 4 
51 5 
516 
51 7 
51 8 
519 
520 
521 
522 
523 
524 
525 
526 
527 
528 
529 
530 
531 
532 
533 
534 
535 
536 
537 
538 
539 
540 
541 
542 
543 
544 
545 
546 
547 
548 
549 
550 
551 
552 
553 
554 
555 
556 
557 
558 
559 
560 
561 
562 
563 

Jennder Gaden 
Anne W Kavanaugh 
Stephen Nicholson, Ph.D. 
Jesse E Pullin, Jr 
A. W Harding 
Richard M Downer 
Ricky W. Daily 
JudyD King 
OUsD Boone 
E.  L Norton. Jr 
Leonard R Waid 
Greg Sparks 
Jeff Morrison 
Curtis McClling 
Randy Berry 
DannyR Brown 
Samuel M. Goodson 
Steve Lamontagne 
Jerry A Mullins 
GaryA Roach 
Steven A Brooks 
Kenneth Posten 
William D Hicks 
Kevin D Walters 
Kelly D. Vandal1 
Steve Gill 
Ken Gunter 
Raymond L Taylor 
Charles W Walters 
Tawny L Boggs 
Benjamin E Campbell 
Chris Burddte 
Terry E VanNatter 
Jacob Brown 
Aruel Walter6 
Bumell Hamrick 
Gary Crawford 
Harry Carter 
Robert W. Mayer 
Eugene Brugg 
John Ferrell 
Samuel K Shaffer 
Marshall D Woods 
Tim Goodson 
David Simms 
Garth D Gunter 
Charles M Hlte 
Michael Hardy 
Ernest C. Holliday 
Macil Sandy 
Richard D Redden 
Brian Herndon 
Ted Harriman 
Billy Joe Harris 
Jerry Martin 
Dwight R. Roach 
Matthew S Tasker 
Clyde S Swartz 
Jerry W Forbes 
T B Perry 
Susie M Plasters 



IND 564 
IND 565 
IND 566 
IND 567 
IND 568 
IND 5M) 
IND 571 
IND 572 
IND 573 
IND 574 
IND 575 
IND 576 
IND 577 
IND 576 
IND 579 
IND 580 
IND 581 
IND 582 
IND 583 
IND 584 
IND 585 
IND 586 
IND 587 
IND 586 
IND 589 
IND 590 
IND 591 
IND 592 
IND 593 
IND 594 
IND 595 
IND 596 
IND 597 
IND 598 
IND 599 
IND 600 
IND 601 
IND 602 
IND 603 
IND 604 
IND 805 
IND 606 
IND 607 
IND 6ca 
IND 609 
IND 61 0 
IND 61 1 
IND 612 
IND 61 3 
IND 61 4 
IND 61 5 
IND 616 
IND 617 
IND 61 8 
IND 619 
IND 620 
IND E21 
IND 822 
IND 623 
IND 624 
IND 625 

D F Miller 
Jesse L Drennen 
Dreama R Hoatetler 
Robert E Loving 
Wchard C. Frtdley 
Michael S Bsttley 
Norman J Gads 
Kathryn H. Craft 
Ron Jeffries 
Gary A Porterfield 
RobertL D e k  
Randall Caterbury 
Alvin L Fox 
Dwight S. Hlcks 
Harold N Lacks 
Charles and Debbie Jamlson 
Robr tB  Hale 
W M Hayslen 
John J Gllllan 
Richard E. Cooke, Jr. 
Jarret Perry, Jr 
Jackie A. Keyser 
Galy M. Bowers 
Charles Jones 
Eugene E Young 
David W McCormack 
George Clark 
Rodney Brown 
Marvin E Faudice 
Marcus 0. Smtth 
John and Aleata Gregoly 
Maynard A Clark. Jr. 
Cynthia D Lucas 
Carrie E. Gaines 
Carolyn L Phillips 
Charles W Petttgren 
JerryA Pugh 
Joseph A Wlmer 
Mary E. Azes 
Ray Quarfes 
GeneN Snyder 
Rober M Carter 
Chester N Smtth 
Vernon Blankenship 
Jlmmle F Skekon 
Roger D Smlfir 
Nicholas T. Kern 
Dana R Humphreys 
Ellis W Sellers 
Jennder Spraker 
John Bennett 
BarryG Calved 
Roger E. Smnh 
Kenneth W Downes 
Mr and Mrs Thomas E Ayen 
William Sortaln 
Bruce A Chapman 
Frederlck J Gibs 
Peggy Cash 
Art 8 Janice Brumlt 
Larry W Ruble 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-43 

626 
627 
628 
629 
630 
631 
692 
633 
634 
635 
636 
637 
638 
639 
640 
641 
642 
643 
644 
645 
648 
647 
648 
649 
650 
651 
652 
653 
654 
655 
656 
657 
656 
659 
660 
661 
662 
€63 
664 
665 
666 
667 
668 
669 
670 
671 
672 
673 
674 
675 
676 
677 
678 
679 
880 
681 
682 
883 
6e-l 
685 
686 

Gene B Breeden 
Glenden L Comer 
Marous C Weikle 
Nancy H Pearman 
Hugh Robinson 
Richard Ford 
L Blyall 
Charles Stuart 
John Booihe 
John Pttt 
Harold Swuher 
Eldon Hart 
Steve Conrad 
Claude Reams 
William Rogers 
James Woolford 
Bob Dunn 
William Carr 
Homer Rewer 
Mary Hall 
Sara Richey 
John Wilson 
C M Powell 
Illegible 
Randolph Guthrie 
Raymond Beers 
Illegible 
John Todd 
Sarah Eggleston 
Albert J Meyer, Jr 
Veronica Horton 
Illegible 
Julian Sider, Jr. 
Arthur Johnston 
Emanuel Sirauss 
E M. Sirauss 
Chalen Gordon 
Betty Myurek 
Ray P. Quarles 
I B Loueton, Jr 
Gerald Jdtton 
Jean Gower 
T Charles Gower 
F J Bowman 
John MenQer 
Dr Andrew Arnold 
J T McCaulb 
Richard F 
lrvine Kectledge 
Charles Blanton Blackburn 
Glenn Whttlow 
Roy Byers 
Ralph Dolan 
Vivian Daniels 
Ronald &Jean Hawk 
W W Baber 
Leroy Parker 
Illegible 
B Norford 
Richard Ferguson 
Dewey Camp 

D 

UST OF COMYENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

688 
689 
690 
691 
692 
693 

694 
695 
696 
697 
698 
699 
700 
701 
702 
704 
705 
706 
707 
708 
709 
71 0 
71 1 
712 
713 
71 4 
71 5 
716 
71 7 
718 
71 9 
720 
721 
722 
723 
724 
725 
726 
727 
728 
729 
731 
732 
733 
734 
736 
737 
738 
739 
740 
741 
742 
743 
744 
745 
746 
748 
750 
751 
752 

Francis Shelld 
David Rost 
Daniel Mann 
John Gardner 
John Hellmann 
Edwin, Roy, Lorraln 8 Donald 
Reaves 
Harry Chlles 
Rachel Hourn 
Lisa Eled 
C. Benton Burns, M.D. 
Lewls Cootes 
Claude 8 Lucille Webster 
Lluy Burg8 
John Parker, Jr. 
R. N Parker 
W. L Bailey, Ill 
Rodney E Wolfe, Sr. 
Leonard W. Val 
Don Hershey 
Rebecca R Strong 
Mike Bucher 
Laiane D. Brugh, Jr. 
James R. LlgM 
Charles S Wingfield 
R Scott Peterson 
Ray F Cheatham 

Randy Morgan 
Katherlne Woodson 
Andy Davis 
Hal H. Sharp 
Richard Preston Lllly 
Lana Oyler 
Lonny A Zilkofoose 
Homer Boggess 
J. W. Puckell 
Michael Fiybarczyk 
Harold Sieele 
W J. Peters 
Robert H Thompson 
John V Glover 
Frank Cauraugh 
Wm. Lee Hildebrandt 
Raymond W Mullins 
Hugh T. Henderson 
Harold M. Wilson 
E. W Mays, Jr 
Lin C HarIung 
Ben V Peaman, Jr 
Neal R Fisher 
James K Saunders 
Thomas Elff 
Mark Buzzard 
Gary R Wilson 
G W Colbert 
Jaycee Persinger, Jr 
Donald S e h l  
Danny R Arnold 
William L Paxton, Jr 
Gloria Dressler 

Robert L smith 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

754 
755 

757 
759 
760 
762 
763 
764 
766 
767 
788 
772 
779 
774 
775 
776 
777 
778 
779 
780 
781 
762 
783 
784 
785 
786 
787 
788 
789 
793 
791 
792 
793 
794 
795 
798 
797 
798 
799 
800 
801 
803 
804 
805 

806 
807 
808 
809 
81 1 
812 
813 
81 4 
815 
816 
818 
819 
821 
822 
823 

758 

Allce Persinger 
David E Rideoui 
Harold B. Rlsher 
Richard C Rakes 
Anne F. Hunter 
Debra L. Weaver 
David W. Yates 
Edgar Pessemler 
Donald A Wllliamson, Jr. 
Mark Trainer 
Jennlfer Howard 
R. W. Denmen 
Unzy A. Zlckofoose 
H. Lane Gilbert 
John F. L Bell 
KeRh E. Slmmons 
Dewey M. Eary 
Sterling R. Snedegor 
T. H. Lelghton 
Gary E Neyer 
James A Terry 
Louise K. Dooley 
Oakey L. Pruett, Jr. 
Robert R Terry 
Mallhew G. Young 
Carolyn D. Young 
Mary E. Young 
Michael D. Henderson 
Bobble J. Tucker 
Oakland L. Eggleston 
Patricla F. Amos 
Wanda K. Hepler 
James J. Fosier, Ph.D 
Richard W. Shiflett 
Gerald D. Burke 
Charles Bodle 
Adrienne Hall-Bodie 
Eric Sheffield 
Norman C. King 
Wendy E. Richards 
Sieve Richards 
Albert Simoirds 
William Brewer 
Harold Douglas 
Mr. 8 Mrs, Ward McDavldson, ill 8 
Family 
E R Moss 
Steve Allen 
Jessie McCollough 
No Signature 
James Tcflinger 
Illegible 
Illegible 
Edwin Abbon 
Mary Jane Hamilton 
J Boyd 
George Shriles 
E A Tuckevilles 
Gene Glatfetly 
Mr 8 Mrs Robert Darden 
Richard Siarky 

LIST OF CDMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1-44 



IND 024 
IND 825 
IND 826 
IND 027 
IND 828 
IND 829 
IND 830 
IND 831 
IND 832 
IND 833 
IND 834 
IND e35 
IND a36 
IND e37 
IND 838 
IND 84a 
IND 841 
IND 842 
IND 843 
IND 844 
IND 845 
IND 846 
IND 847 
IND 848 
IND 849 
IND 850 
IND 851 
IND 852 
IND 855 
IND 856 
IND 859 
IND 860 
IND 883 
IND 864 
IND e65 
IND 866 
IND e67 
IND 868 
IND 869 
IND 871 
IND 872 
IND 873 
IND 874 
IND 877 
IND 878 
IND 881 
IND 883 
IND 804 
IND 885 
IND 888 
IND 887 
IND 8ea 
IND 889 
IND 891 
IND 892 
IND 893 
IND 898 
IND 897 
IND 898 
IND 899 
IND 900 

Franc18 Lewls 
Mary Rose Martin 
Clyde Pope 
Vlnson Bragg 
Walter Jenkins 
Gloria Shreue 
Mark Hargln 
Caroline B a  
A. McMelkin 
Boyd Riddle 
Maurlce Eckman 
Daniel Baxley 
Jsny b a n  
Waller Coles 
Richard Carter 
lllaglble 
Greg BUN~W 
Dick Grist 
J. Calme, Sr. 
Llnda C. Crlser 
Glen H Crlser 
James R McAlllster 
Michael Druslnsky 
A. J. 'Chip' Corley 
Thomas Beard 
James Powell 
Marlln Lawson 
Davld A. Dandrldge 
Mark E. Wallner 
Franklln Early 
Clarence Benneli 
Harry S. Mclivaine 
Robert B. Selple 
Howard E Cobb 
Robert E. Shively, Jr 
Dwain A. Tyree 
William Edwln Wlnn 
Chearyl Rogers 
Steven Heinrb 
Alden Holeywell Dreyer 
Gerald J. Black 
Thomas G Merrlng 
David Guggenheim 
Margaret Saculo 
Marguerite Dlckerson 
Oliver Richards 
William R. Small 
Mike Bodkin 
E Gray Baird 
Jerry R Taylor, Jr 
ONeIll S Umberger 
Diana Oddenlno 
Wayne A. Rhodes 
Ellzabeth B Carson 
Lee Mercer 
William V. Parker 
Ralph Adams 
Sidney Woodson 
Fred Whlpple, Jr 
William Thompson 
Melvin Stroud 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

801 
902 
904 
905 
908 
807 
808 
908 
91 0 
91 I 
912 
91 3 
91 4 
915 
918 
91 7 
918 
91 s 
820 
921 
923 
924 
925 
926 
927 
928 
m 
930 
991 
932 
933 
934 
935 
936 
937 
938 
939 
943 
944 
945 
946 
947 
949 
950 
951 
952 
953 
954 
955 
956 
957 
963 
964 
965 
966 
967 
966 
969 
970 
971 
972 

J. Thompson 
Patricia Estes 
Peter Beasley, II 
Billy Margan 
Howard Vincent 
Phlllp Edwards 
D. W Northern 
Bobby Taylor 
J. Rhstl Frezler, Jr. 
Harper Galford 
Blll Walker 
Wlllard Flnney 
Leroy Hlnson, Jr. 
Nancy F. Qubain 
Fahlm I. Qubain 
James S. HI11 
Jean S Porterfieid 
Ronald Porterfield 
James A Tyree, Jr. 
John Jordan, Jr 
Edna Claire Thomas 
Kathl J. Baker 
Wendy L Reardon 
Melissa J. Keppel 
L. C. Burks, Jr 
Richard and Meredith Chlldress 
Tim and Donna Stalnaker 
Connie S. Johnson 
Cllnton 0. Sizemore, Sr. 
Christopher Barlow 
Pauline and Fred Dlckens 
Ken Novak 
William G. O'Brlen 
D 0. Austin 
Richard P Grist 
Frances Lee-Vandeil 
Marlno D. Medic1 
William K. Murray 
Thomas M. Deb& 
Aubrey A. Smith 
E B Gorham 
Mr. and Mrs Gene Whorley 
(Mrs.) M Moser 
Trlsh Dinsmore 
Steven L. Wylle 
Steve E. Day 
Frank Overbay 
Davld Thompson 
Carolyn Green 
Johnathan Green 
David Meise 
Dana Craater 
Jonathan Roth 
Andrew V. Goodell 
C T Young 
Mary &William Thompson 
Henry Kopple 
James E Mcclary. Jr 
Susan Crawford 
Steve M Lawrence 
Wallace D Bowman 

1-45 LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

973 
974 
075 
976 
977 
978 
979 
980 
981 
982 
984 
988 
987 
988 
591 
992 
993 
994 
995 
996 
997 
998 
999 
loo0 
1001 
1002 
1003 
1W4 
1W5 
1006 
1007 
1 W 8  
1W9 
1010 
1011 
1012 
1013 
1014 
1015 
1016 
1017 
1018 
1019 
1 om 
1021 
1022 
1023 
1024 
1025 
ma3 
1027 
1028 
1029 
1030 
1031 
1032 
1033 
1034 
1035 
1036 
1037 

Peter Hatbler 
Ewayne L Pretzer 
John J Clarke 
Frank & Katja Richards 
Ralph Perry 
F r b &  JacquelineVan Der Leeden 
E Cameron Pond 
Boby Pdman 
Charles A. Bodie 
Adrienne Hall Bodie 
AIR Pugh 
Valerie Cook 
Ralph W Bolgiano 
Pete Davis 
John Crltes 
William H Fiest, Jr 
R Carroll & D Conley, R Gibson 
Rodney D Chestnut 
Harold Perry 
Charles D Ceuley 
Jerry Taylor 
Jake Fauste 
William C Miller 
James W. Sullivan 
Lisa and Steve Shaughnessy 
Paula Chiidress Sullivan 
Larry BoR 
Peggy Leasure 
Nancy Anderson Letcher 
Robert R Clemons 
B C Tucker 
Fred M. Humphreys 
GlenR Hugus 
Dorothy Schoenberg 
Ray Crush 
Richard Schoenberg 
W A Strang, Jr 
Thurmon Noel, Jr. 
Kevin Donovan 
Thomas E Staudt 
Nancy Strang 
Mollie J Messimer 
Jesse Taylor 
Herbert & Mary Stotter 
Leslie L Youngblood 
Elizabeth Watson 
H S Crouch,Sr 
Mary R Whlte 
Donald G Drake 
Eunia Lee Austin 
Bailey Dlxon 
Mrs Roma Nell Rowlend 
Don Taylor 
John E Johnson 
Kay D Wyatt 
William L Gable, Jr 
Noble & Elizabeth Leesch 
Leslie W Ponton 
Carolyn S Baber 
Leonard 6 Compton 
Anne Whdfield 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1038 
1039 
1040 
1041 
1042 
1043 
1044 
1045 
1046 
1047 
1048 
1049 
1050 
1051 
1052 
1053 
1054 
IC55 
1056 
1051 
1058 
1059 
1061 
1062 
1063 
1065 
1068 
1069 
1070 
1071 
1072 
1073 
1074 
1075 
1076 
1077 
1078 
1079 
1080 
1081 
1082 
1083 
1084 
1085 
1086 
1087 
lo88 
1089 
1090 

1w2 
1093 
1094 
1095 
1096 

1098 
1099 
1100 
1101 
1102 

1 mi 

1097 

Florlne Sweeney 
James W Owens 
Raymond S Uromer 
William S Tuey 
Gene Berry 
Carroll Pinnen, 111 
Edward Struck 
Larry Hower 
Jdl  Clark 
Troy Williams 
Barbara Rain 
Timothy J. Wedding 
Christopher BreauR 
Betty M Roseon 
Michael T Goinger 
Greg Gingerich 
Unda Frye 
Margaret Shady 
James W McFarland 
Melanie W Rickett 
Gary D. Rickett 
Gary Taylor, M D 
Jack Rogers 
Mr & Mrs Edward Ward 
Lowell Henry Johnson 
Ross M. Brown 
Lillian E Rodgers 
Nancy Bwuer 
John L Vicoli 
Joan S Lindsey 
Ian J Torrance 
Gregory J Vessilekos 
Ron Grlswold 
Jane Hayward 
R E Kidder, Md 
E Palmer Taylor 
Lorn Gruner 
Jeffrey M Jensen 
Sally M Staudt 
Christina Bolgiano 
Sue Gier 
Thomas Y Savage 
David L Pack 
Traci Hickson 
Betty G Ware 
Allen L Hammer 
Barry L Crutchfield 
Brian K Peckins 
Larry Uman 
William C Sugg, Jr 
Dean S Owens 
Joycb Rowan 
Malcolm A Crosbie 
Michael R Skrovenek 
Gary H Swope 
Scott Craig 
Renee Hernandez 
E Judge Cohen 
Robert E Thomas 
Richard Weidner, Jr 
Henry W Lancaster 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1 - 4 6  



IND 1103 
IND 1104 
IND 11% 
IND 1107 
IND 1108 
IND llm 
IND 1110 
IND 1111 
IND 1112 
IND 1113 
IND 1114 
IND 1115 
IND 1116 
IND 1118 
IND 1119 
IND 1120 
IND 1121 
IND 1122 
IND 1123 
IND 1124 
IND 1125 
IND 1126 
IND 1127 
IND 1128 
IND 1130 
IND 1131 
IND 1132 
IND 1133 
IND 1134 
IND 1135 
IND 1136 
IND 1137 
IND 1139 
IND 1140 
IND 1143 
IND 1145 
IND 1146 
IND 1147 
IND 1148 
IND 1149 
IND 1160 
IND 1152 
IND 1153 
IND 1154 
IND 1155 
IND 1156 
IND 1157 
IND 1158 
IND 1159 
IND 1160 
IND 1161 
IND 1162 
IND 1163 
IND I165 
IND I166 
IND 1167 
IND 1169 
IND 1170 
IND 1171 
IND 1172 
IND 1173 

Tim Sprouse 
Laura Brown 
Sara Maze 
Gene McEiwel 
Ronnie L Kayser 
Rodney D Chestnut 
Janet N. Banen 
Helen P Burnette 
John W Smnh 
C. J. Entsmlnger, Jr 
Charlone W Smlth 
T. A Brown 
J. Richards 
A. Hydrlck, Jr. 
Robert M e  
llleglble 
Beny Butler 
T R Kiser 
Nora Wagoner 
William Dukes, Jr 
Garland Humphries 
Linda P Williams 
Gary L Williams 
Margaret M Hottel 
Margarel Foth 
Robert M Bontrager 
Jo Ellen Emswler 
Pan1 Warner 
Batly and William Springston 
Sharon Lucille Morris 
Nicole M Freson 
James D Williams 
Beth Swanson Kuhn 
8. R MoCartney 
Ginger L Bucher 
William J Kauner 
Hamlet Tenel 
Bruce B Brenneman 
Will Kidd 
Gary C Murray, M D 
James Faulconer 
Caroline E McCullough 
Charles E. Sulllvan 
EWin C Bumbaugh 
Lynn 8 Malcolm Cameron 
Betsy Washinglon 
W. A Chapin 
Lloyd and June Smith 
David W Hardy 
John U Byron 
L Philip Bailey 
William F. Plccolo, Jr. 
Kevin McCormack 
Kalhie S Ritchey 
James R Hileman 
Dorothy W Palnter 
Marlin P Krouse 
M E Plell 
Ron Swoope 
John P. Cone 
Jack Fuson 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-47 

1174 
1175 
1176 
1177 
1179 
1181 
1183 
1184 
1185 
1186 
1187 
1188 
1189 
1190 
1191 
1192 
1193 
1194 
1195 
I t 9 6  
1197 
1198 
1199 
1200 
1201 
1202 
1203 
12-34 
1205 
1206 
1207 
1206 
1209 
1210 
1211 
1212 
1213 
1214 
1215 
1216 
1217 
1218 
1219 
1223 
1221 
lZ-2 
1223 
1224 
1225 
1226 
1228 
1229 
1230 
1232 
1233 
1234 
1235 
1236 
1237 
1238 
1239 

Madelyn Miller 
Rupert Palmer 
Roy Hanna 
John Jalmalr 
Bobby Hipp 
Johhny Lambert 
Harper U Loury 
Don M Ailstock 
Harry W Simmons 
William C. Robertson 
Raymond Relbach 
John S 
Jeanne Causln 
Tim Medley 
Philip Hyre 
Kenneth Novak 
Marion Brown 
Soon Williams 
Robert French 
Robert Garst 
Sera Lagerholm 
Joanna Martin 
Coleman Easterly 
Frank Mackey 
John D Vice, Sr. 
David Jarren 
Catherine B. Martln 
John H Reeves, Jr 
Ms Carter Stubbs Drake 
Cheryl A. Beswick 
Mildred M Cox 
Carol Felton 
Ed Houff 
Teny Hodf 
Me1 Maher 
John Burcham 
Heather Juls 
Charles J. Churchman 
Jane E. Cox 
Thomas Vison, 111 
Sandra Stuart 
Pete Mohoney 
William B. Grant 
Bruce A. Wiggins, Ph d 
James R. Smuler 
Warren Crowder 
Cary Ashly 
Polly H Taylor 
Charles A Nalley 
Nathaniel H. Axtell 
Richard McClung 
James Mccoy 
Robert Merrill 
James Rice, Jr 
Ardelle Cole 
Gene Oliner 
Robert Speten 
James Wilson 
George Garman 
Wlnslon Sibley 
Stanley Higdon 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1240 
1241 
1242 
1 243 
1244 
1245 
1246 
1247 
1249 
1250 
1251 
1252 
I253 
1254 
1255 
1256 
1257 
1258 
1259 
1260 
1261 
1262 
1263 
1266 
1267 
1268 
1269 
1271 
1272 
1273 
1274 
1275 
1276 
1277 
1278 
1279 
1280 
1281 
1282 
1283 
1284 
1286 
1287 
1288 
1289 
I290 
1291 
1292 
1203 
1294 
1295 
1296 
1297 
1299 
12430 
13M 
1303 
1305 
1306 
1307 
1308 

J. Yowell 
Howard Hevener 
Ethelind McIntosh 
On0 Warner 
Frances Judy 
Carl Llplon 
Dr. 8 Mrs William Courtney 
Ethellnd McIntosh 
Adele Wood 
Charles D Prtts 
Woodrow W Wallis 
Thomas G. Eick 
Harry S. Mclhraine 
Bonnie R. Walker 
Wm Phillip G i b b  
M. M. Homan, Jr. 
Edwln L McCoy 
Lawrence Straus 
Lisa G. Schoener 
Jill 8 Rich Hoehlein 
J. D. Martln 
Henry J Eick 
Jennlter L Hupp 
Tony and Wanda Hubbard 
Michael Field 
Joseph E Conley 
Steve Collins 
Douglas E Fletcher 
Mr. & Mrs C. A Hazen, Jr 
Ed Walters 
Betty L Sullivan 
Alice J. Towne 
Paul J. Belcryk 
Crystal Theodore 
E. Anne Susan 
A B. Sayers Jr. 
Clinton W Mllls 
James W Youngblood 
Charles W Green 
Davld R. Forrer 
Kenneth F Powell 
William A. Cobb 
Clifton Ellis 
LlndaA Barton 
Daniel W Dougherly 
Wallace E Mclntyre 
Charles W Hamrlc 
Judy L Barr 
James C. Phlllips 
Marln E. Glaze 
Charles E Lugar 
Pam Malley 
Suzanne R Schaeffer 
Virgin8 B Jordan 
David E Ayem 
Michael J Sullivan 
Paul D. Zimmerman 
Timothy Woody 
Kenny A Grandstaff 
LarryE Orr 
Reid Harris, Ph D 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1.48 

1310 
1311 
1313 
1314 
1315 
1316 
1317 
1318 
1319 
1320 
1321 
1 3 2  
132S 
1324 
1325 
la 
1327 
1328 
1329 
1330 
1331 
1332 
I333 
1334 
1335 
1336 
1337 
1339 
1341 
1343 
1345 
1346 
1347 
1346 
1349 
1350 
1351 
1352 
1354 
1355 
1356 
1357 
1358 
1359 
1360 
1361 
1362 
1363 
1265 
1366 
1367 
1369 
1370 
1371 
1372 
I373 
1374 
1375 
1376 
1377 
1378 

James W Clarke 
Doug Davis 
Belty Goiloway 
Joe D Perdue 
John F Vallelonga 
Warren R Dickens 
Margaret R Whtte 
R. E. Fawiey 
Jlmmle F Shelton 
Sarah Drain 
Conrad B Burrlss 
Willard R Owens 
Hazel Heddings 
Harold D Hunt 
Orest Piuoferralo 
Roger Lyon 
Simon D Fenney 
Melvin G Truman 
Davld Luthin 
M Kirsten Luescher 
Ken Archer 
James C Ayres 
Donald D Reed 
Curtis F. Ball 
Earl 0 Reedy 
Claudle R Koon 
Cyril I Kendrick 
Gany T. GrHflth 
J Bradley Rhodenher 
Michael Gray 
Thurman Mace 
Earl T. Chandler 
John L Burketl 
H. D Pole 
Janet Eddy 
Opal Ruth Baker 
William W Qainer 
David E. Denham 
Kevin J. Smead 
M. L McClung 
Mr. 8 Mrs Lewis L. Mays 
Anne Y. Stagdale 
R. E Owens 
HalA Fuller 
Edgar Spencer 
Tunis J. Lyon 
Menil F Powell 
Larry Martln 
Thorned E. Street 
Jack C. Sturglll 
Leonard A. Smlth, Jr. 
Joe T. Evans 
John A Cruickshank 
James Elwood Perry 
John H Spencer 
David P. Bookman 
Herbert L Freeman, Jr 
Stan Parham 
Paul D Powell 
Michael Lee McCoy 
Kenneth L Hellner 



IND 1379 
IND 1380 
IND 1381 
IND 1382 
IND 1383 
IND 1384 
IND 1385 
IND 1386 
IND 1387 
IND 1386 
IND 1388 
IND 1390 
IND 1391 
IND 1392 
IND 1393 
IND 1394 
IND 1395 
IND 1396 
IND 1397 
IND I399 
IND 1400 
IND 1402 
IND 1403 
IND 1404 
IND 1405 
IND 1406 
IND 1407 
IND 1408 
IND 1409 
IND 1410 
IND 1411 
IND 1420 
IND 1421 
IND 1422 
IND 1423 
IND 1425 
IND 1426 
IND 1427 
IND 1429 
IND 1430 
IND 1431 
IND 1433 
IND 1434 
IND 1435 
IND 1436 
IND 1437 
IND 1436 
IND 1439 
IND 1440 
IND 1441 
IND 1442 
IND 1443 
IND 1444 
IND 1445 
IND 1446 
IND 1448 
IND 1450 
IND 1451 
IND 1452 
IND 1453 
IND 1454 

Joe Young 
Ann Stuart 
Dennls Harboui 
Robert Harbour 
Ricky Harbour 
Joe Young 
John Franklin 
Thomas Childreas 
Gall Pigeon 
Joe Nasr 
T. Noviy 
Jamas A. Arriit 
Freddy E Holley, Jr 
Thomas L Long 
Qarland Ebert 
Willie Craig 
Charles Logden 
G m  Strawderman 
Howard Demwey 
Michael Moahtader 
Guy M. Henderson 
Caty Roebuck 
Snoda Hendrlcks 
Don Megert 
Charles Lloyd, II 
William Garreli 
Phlllp Green 
BeUy Stacy 
Alan Rice 
Marshall Clendanln 
Gus Grlsson 
Joseph Rogers 
Carl E Clark 
April E. Staudt 
Samuel T. Staudt 
Bruce A. Schlck 
Dave Lupsha 
Charles Matlock 
James A. Parker 
Wayne K Newcomb 
Bob Radsplnner 
Forest R Wlest 
Nancy M. Wilson 
John E. Estep 
Mark W. Younklns 
Lynn Cameron 
Mlchael Dagerhart 
Kenneth WabonJones 
Stephanle Billon 
Roberl C Deacon 
Thomas 0. Scanlan 
Mary M. Haney 
Robert E. Hepfner 
J. B Murray 
Kenney P. Funderburke, Jr. 
Luca DI Cecco 
L. Ryan Hodges, 111 
Allen W. Stub 
Randall L Mulllns 
William F Cox 
Alan Kincheloa 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

I - 49 

1455 
1458 
1451 
1458 
1459 
1480 
1481 
1462 
1463 
1464 
1465 
1486 
1467 
1486 
1469 
1470 
1471 
1472 
1473 
1474 
1475 
1476 
1477 
1476 
1479 
1480 
1481 
I482 
14&1 
1485 
1486 
1487 
1488 
1489 
1490 
1491 
1482 
1493 
1494 
1495 
1496 
1497 
1496 
1499 
1500 
1501 
1502 
1503 
1% 
1505 
1506 
1507 
1508 
1509 
1510 
1511 
1512 
1513 
1514 
1515 
1516 

Davld E. Gouthere 
H Thomas Fretwell 
Samuel B. Maua 
Ellen Chan 
Jimmy D Lawson 
Willlam W Hacker 
Donald L Beale 
Samuel Keslerson 
Carl E Gowen 
James R. Roach 
David Rose 
James€ Bowyer 
Tony Gwlnn 
Harold W. Hikon 
Roger D Legg 
Robert Van Der Horn 
Qaiy L. Owens 
Stephen Nicholas 
Drexel McMillion 
Roger Lyon 
Todd Martin 
Barbara S Miller 
Ronald G Rain 
Darlene L Newman 
Dale Dlar 
Donna Brooks 
Dennis Referir 
Fred and Cheryl Lay 
Ann E Miller 
Ernie Dickerman 
NeeYln Chou 
Marian 0. Tallaferro 
Amy V. Derezlnskl 
Lynn Smrth 
Elaine S Smith 
Mearl Wltcher 
John Hlckman 
Andy Gall 
D. W. Kirby 
Dan Lynch 
Harry Hale 
Dale Simmons 
Lester Hodges 
Jonathan Long 
Joe Lewls 
J. R. Summerlln 
Ernest Stebblns 
Marlene Clendenln 

B Stewart 
Wallace Buchanan 
John Read 
Roy Shtyock 
Harold Lott 
H. McCoy 
Mrs. C Osborn 
LOUIS B 
W. Cellle 
Beth Plummer 
Charles Feagans, Jr. 
Roberl Neary 

J Lmle 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1517 
1518 
1519 
1520 
1521 
1522 
1523 
1524 
1525 
1526 
1527 
1 528 
1529 
1530 
1531 
1532 
1533 
I534 
1535 
1536 
1 537 
1538 
1539 
1540 
1541 
1542 
1543 
1545 
1546 
1 547 
1546 
1550 
1551 
1552 
1553 
1554 
1556 
1 557 
1558 
1559 
1560 
1561 
1562 
1563 
1564 
1565 
1566 
1567 
1568 
1569 
I 570 
1571 
1572 
1 573 
1574 
1575 
1 576 
1577 
1578 
1 579 
1580 

Larry Loden 
Roy Helmick 
Michael L Massey 
Tijana Radoaevic' 
April L Bush 
Jody Venn 
James Snyder 
June Arnold 
Earl Henderson 
Rena Henderson 
Sandra Andrick 
Ban Rmer 
Charles D. Pierce 
Lois Pleper 
Roger Andrick 
Hewey Ferris 
Lanan Staunton 
Alan Moore 
Greg Cantley 
Ty Cantley 
W Sieva Thompson 
Robert L Thompson 
Robert J Wood 
Dale Early 
Harold Templeton 
Thomas R 
Wayne A Batfield 
Edward 0 Stlnson 
Katharine S Firsching 
Clarence Chapman 
Robert D Wells 
Leslie Ray Brown 
ban H Shdrin 
Karl P Rltchey 
Richard L Crodelock 
Rachel Easterly 
JohnG Leigh 
Benjamin Axleroad 
Gail Tabar Steela 
Charles W Thompson 
James Carter 
Louis Bernstein 
John B Veach, Jr 
Ronald 0 Shaats 
James E Waller 

Donald McCaig 
Losste F Walker 
Tom Marchensky 
Dale A McMillen 
B L Tackett 
Frank W Saunders 
Kenny Rhoades 
Mark Williams 
Gene Pullri 
Misly Williams 
Brad Hickman 
Lorie Keyser 
Karen Kling 
Wendy King 
Greg Woodzell 

curtis zopp 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1581 
1582 
1583 
1584 
1585 
1586 
1587 
1588 
1589 
1590 
1591 
1592 
1593 
1594 
1W 
1596 
1587 
1598 
1589 
1600 
1601 
1 w 2  
1603 
1604 
1605 
1Ml6 
1607 
1608 
1611 
1612 
1613 
1614 
1616 
1617 
1616 
1619 
1620 
1621 
1622 
1623 
1625 
1626 
1627 
1628 
1629 
1630 
1 e31 
1634 
1638 
1639 
1640 
1641 
1642 
1646 
1647 
1648 
1649 
1650 
1651 
1652 
I653 

No Signature 
Timothy Morton 
Becky Hanson 
Andrea Gram 
Lee Roy Glimer 
Melissa Ryder 
Melinda Cauley 
Tracay Kay 
Jenntfer Roberts 
Carol Hicks 
Brandy Tidd 
Nathan 
Corey McElwee 
Antonio Presey 
Kevin Campbell 
Heather Morgan 
Josh Smith 
Amanda M Gibson 
Eric Essex 
Heather Bryan 
Y Intercept 
Maury Young 
Victoria E Walton 
Alexander Gatlinger 
Amanda Ray 
Warren Woodzall 
Terry A. King 
Joe David, M d. 
Dawn M Leland 
Mack C Weaver 
Helen Timbrook 
David W Moles 
Malcolm Henry 
Fred Lockard 
Denver Sheets 
Alonzo Sirianni 
S E Breeden 
J Eddy G Craig Jr. 
William Foot 
Laurel Foot 
Richard Dye 
Marina Gopadza 
R ScottCriss 
Peter D Gayer 
Franklin D Chestnut 
Luca Di Ceco 
Johnny L Hill 
Bernice C Renn 
Richard K Hamilton 
Lea Strawderman 
Philip D Pannill 
Gary Totten 
William S Kerr 
Karl R Abner 
David Conrad 
Charles G Backus 
Dave Crrtes 
Stacey D Clevenger 
Julianne Craig 
Wingate H Lucas 
Tony Wilt 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1-50 



IND 1654 
IND 1655 
IND 1656 
IND 1659 
IND 1661 
IND 1664 
IND 1665 
IND 1666 
IND 1667 
IND 1668 
IND 1669 
IND 1670 
IND 1671 
IND 1672 
IND 1673 
IND 1674 
IND 1678 
IND 1679 
IND 1680 
IND 1661 
IND 1682 
IND I683 
IND 1685 
IND 16% 
IND 1687 
IND 1668 
IND 1689 
IND 1690 
IND 1691 
IND I 6 5 2  
IND 1693 
IND 1694 
IND 1695 
IND 1696 
IND 1697 
IND 1698 
IND 1699 
IND 1700 
IND 1701 
IND 1702 
IND 1703 
IND 1704 
IND 1705 
IND 1 706 
IND 1707 
IND 1708 
IND 1709 
IND 1710 
IND 1711 
IND 1712 
IND 1713 
IND 1714 
IND 1715 
IND 1716 
IND 1717 
IND 1718 
IND 1719 
IND 1 72U 
IND 1721 
IND 1722 
IND 1723 

Ted Bowen 
Gregory A Shilling 
Key Peaslee 
Terry Short 
Jerry Thompson 
Robert G Schoonover 
Tony Rosi 
Gary L. Wooldridge 
Alfred W Cumby 
John H Gilbert 
Philip C. Johnson 
Gary G. Youngblood 
UndaS Murr 
Rufus H. Parker, Jr. 
Eric Shemeld 
Wllliam D Scherer 
Kirby P Funderburke 
Robin F Leonard 
R Cassldy 
James E Crosier 
Robert L. Miller 
Kalhle Jensen 
John McPheter 
William M Meredith 
Andy Foster 
Gary G d r e y  
Bobby D Gibson 
Karen Green 
Anna Aiford 
Randy Coots 
Richard Ray 
Raymond Goad 
Harold Adkins 
Fred Muir 
Anthony Quinn 
Ricky Diller 
Tanya L U Denckla 
Richard P Weitstone 
Susan B Lynch 
Robert J Derenge 
Shireen I Parsons 
Janene E Osbom 
Kathi Baker 
Elizabeth K Hetr 
Andy Hetz 
Gary Dobler 
Jane Mechem 
Gerard Fkpatrlck 
John Wooley 
Hollis Large 
Chandler Warner 
Gary Robinson 
Scott Hatfield 
Stan Retzaldr 
Joyce Gross 
Illegible 
Stanley Gazelle 
J. E Harris 
Jamas Hill, Jr. 
Gary Swain 
Arleno Sarafinl 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-51 

1724 
1725 
1 726 
1727 
I 728 
1729 
1730 
1731 
1732 
1733 
1734 
1735 
1735 
1737 
1738 
1739 
1 740 
1741 
1 742 
1743 
1744 
1745 
1746 
1747 
1748 
1749 
1750 
1751 
1752 
1753 
1754 
1755 
1756 
1757 
1758 
1759 
17W 
1761 
1762 
1763 
1764 
1 765 
1766 
1767 
1768 
1 769 
1770 
1771 
1772 
1773 
1774 
1775 
1776 
1777 
1776 
1779 
1780 
1781 
1782 
1783 
1784 

J Powell, Jr 
Bill Hoffman 
Kenton & Robin Bower 
Donald Studer 
Robert Baker 
Garland W Kessinger 
Kristen Umstattd 
Jean Patten 
Elizabeth Cottrell 
Jay Roberrs 
Cindy Spencer 
Dicker Peverall 
Chris Peverall 
Seven end Jamie Greenway 
Emlb Coleman-Wolf 
Bllb Mitchell 
Crystal Coleman-Woif 
Laurence Lossel 
William Edward Loesel 
Howdy Henritz 
Jim Huthrip 
Frankie Greenway 
Brandi Spence 
Elizabeth McCory-Irons 
Ed Lyons 
Virginia L. Decher 
illegible Signature 
Pete D Corbett, Ill 
Grover C Mitchell 
Calie Mitchell, Jr. 
Natalie TrM 
W. R. TrM 
Susan H Peverall 
Eugene T. N~NO 
Robert Stahl 
Betty Vermillion 
Karen S Stahl 
Laura J Spear 
David L Weiss 
Illegible Signature 
Anne Cutler 
Ellen Coleman 
Chris Rich 
Lois M Welele 
Ed Tucker 
Garnett Mohler 
Beth Stahl 
Tom Brobson 
Elizabeth Rich 
Harriet Hodges 
Fred C Jones, Ill 
Paul Herling 
William W. Richardson 
Mark Willis 
Donna Willis 
Emily Peverall 
John Pollock 
Laura Williams 
Gaea Rich 
Mitchell Davis 
Kelly Pollock 

LIST OF COYYENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1 785 
1786 
1 787 
1786 
1 789 
1790 
1791 
1792 
1793 
1 794 
1795 
1 797 
1798 
1 799 
18W 
1802 
1803 
1804 
1805 
1806 
1 807 
1808 
1809 
I810 
1811 
1813 
1814 
1815 
1816 
1817 
1818 
1819 
1820 
1821 
1822 
1823 
1824 
1825 
1826 
1827 
1828 
1829 
1830 
1 831 
1832 
1833 
1834 
1835 
1837 
1838 
1839 
1840 
1841 
1842 
1843 
1845 
1847 
1848 
1850 
1851 
1852 

John Flynn 
Joyce Morgan 
David J Hirschman 
Mary Pearl Compton 
Jane E Johnston 
A W. Webb, Jr 
RobartH Hunt 
Olrvla Bilenky 
Matthew S Thomas 
Carrie Crawford 

William L Mays 
Barry C Jeffnes 
Richard Addison Siler 
Richard C Sller 
Mike McCormack 
Randy Spear 
W.C Mead 
MI. 8 Mrs Ted Berg 
Hugo Koslelni 
Fred Lockard 
Randal Flanagan 
Eve D Foul 
John WatsonJones 
Mr Stanley B Grtffin 
Waiter Barker 
R. L Saunders 
Robert M lnghram 
Bill Rosolowsky 
Richard J Byrd 
Charles P Allen 
William E Matics 
RobertA Bare 
Anthony P Molllsh 
Kay Peaslee 
Or DonnaR Kuroda 
James 0 Tennanl 
Franklin D Lambert 
Stephen Patterson 
Donald L. Evans 
Charlie Patterson 
F. L Greer 
Clayton L Cowan 
Richard W Martin 
A. G Burrls, Jr. 
Ross Whitacre 
Sherman 0. Whlte 
Suzanne S Warden 
Mlchael McCarley 
John L Eye 
Larry G Farley 
Joseph Molllsh 
Jane Bay 
Raymond L Hawkins 
Wllliam J Woods 
Stephen Troxill 
Rick Wellbeloved-Stone 
Richard A Currence 
John R Martin 

BIII won 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

William A Scofield IND 
Raymond W 8 Esther P Locke IND 

1853 
1854 
1856 
1857 
1858 
1881 
1862 
1884 
1866 
1867 
1868 
1863 
1870 
1871 
1873 
1874 
1875 
1876 
1877 
1878 
1879 
1880 
1882 
1885 
1886 
1888 
1889 
1890 
1891 
1892 
1893 
1894 
1895 
1896 
1897 
1898 
1899 
1900 
1901 
1902 
1903 
1905 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1918 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 

Daniel J Hoil 
Dr David DwigM Mulligan 
Ray Blnaco 
Patrick J Murray 
Eric S. Smlth 
Kathleen Wlssinger 
Louise N Medman 
Chrlstobel B Keathley 
Craig Alan Atklns 
Marvin B Rexrode 
Mardell K. George 
Ted Brenig 
Mike Nelson 
Richard Woody 
James J Geary 
Charles Montegue 
Beny Roason 
Patnck T. Sullivan 
Herbert Murray 
Samuel J Gamble 
Donald A Barrow 
Jeffrey L. Lowman 
Hobart 0 Butler, Jr 
R M Loeser 
Henry Lea Mason 
Frank J Shole 
Robert L Boroughman 
William B. Fenderson 
Wanda L Fenderson 
Randall B Fenderson 
Russell F Deems 
Dayton Workmen 
Edgar E Taylor 
Steve Noll 
Robert Elklns 
David Sheppard 
Mike Sheppard 
George Sheppard 
Charles May 
Virginia Fauntleroy Carter 
James D Starr 
Bernard Calvert, 111 
Gerald Luck 
David W Suttner 
Illegible Signature 
W. E & Millie Woodroff 
Brooks Tunle 8 Heather Williams 
James E. Loesel 
Scott McEiwee 
Loring B Timbrcok, Sr. 
Joseph McNamara 
Hal and Helen Davis 
Nancy Watklns 
Susan T Manpin 
Susan Eckenrode 
LOIS M Pieper 
Dave Hall 
Mildred H Misour 
Mary Louise Fisher 
N Gerald and Sara Shenk 
Debra and Randy Mitchell 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATIDN CODE I - 52 



IND 1926 
IND 1927 
IND 1928 
IND 1929 
IND 1930 
IND 1931 
IND 1932 
IND 1933 
IND 1934 
IND 1935 
IND 1936 
IND 1937 
IND 1938 
IND 1939 
IND 1940 
IND 1941 
IND 1942 
IND 1943 
IND 1944 
IND 1945 
IND 1946 
IND 1947 
IND 1948 
IND 1949 
IND 1950 

IND 1952 
IND 1953 
IND 1954 
IND 19!% 
IND 1956 
IND 1957 
IND 1956 
IND 1959 
IND 1960 
IND 1961 
IND 1862 
IND 1963 
IND 1964 
IND 1965 
IND 1968 
IND 1967 
IND 1968 
IND 1969 
IND 1970 
IND 1971 
IND 1972 
IND 1973 
IND 1974 
IND 1975 
IND 1976 
IND 1977 
IND 1976 
IND 1979 
IND 1980 
IND 1981 
IND 1982 
IND 1984 
IN0 1988 
IND 1991 
IND 1992 

IND imi 

Henry Heller 
Rodney W Burnette 
Elwood Persinger 
Marvin Mltchell 
James Claybome 
Bobby Nlchols. Jr. 
Cathy Harrison 
R S. Rodgen 
Peter Fremgen 
Maria Berger 
Malthias Kayhoe 
John Kaye 
Kathryn Plumb 
Leonard Tosto 
Mark Robb 
Jean Tignor 
%den Menefea 
Juliana Simpson 
Eluabeth Herbert 
William Wotmas 
Benjamin Hicks 
Stephen Reckner 
Mary Clark WilkeS 
J. Snyder 
Mr & M n  Robert Nolan 
Rachel & James Schleslnger 
Harry and Maxirw Scruggs 
William Maiden 
No Signature 
Thomas Farley, Jr 
Samuel L Campbell 
Trevor Corbin 
Deborah Shlffletl 
Paul Aimorde, N 
Fred A Kurt 
Richard T. Moore 
Elizabeth J Moore 
Harvey G Wilson 
Lloyd S. Younker 
Robert E. Grlffln 
Ed Gllliam 
Ralph E. Ramsey 
Pete Mohoney 
H. A. Sller 
R S. Rosser 
Nicole Lassiter 
Bob Mahanes 
JeHrey A. Taylor 
Kathryn and John Falrtield 
Daniel D. Hamrlok 
Danny Lubovlch 
Jake Henry, Jr 
Julie Vehle 
Sidney 0 Feaster, 111 
W T. Colvln 
Patricia K Maler 
LOIS B Austin 
Alva E Slzemore 
C Davld Pruitt 
Richard Fletcher 
Teresa Friedlander 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-53 

1993 
1994 
l9€5 
19% 
1998 
1999 
am 
2wI 
2002 
xx)3 
2ow 
Mo5 
Mo6 
2w7 
2063 
2009 
m10 
201 1 
2012 
201 3 
2014 
m15 
2016 
201 7 
2019 
2ox) 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2025 
2026 
2027 
3x9 
2030 
2032 
2033 
2034 
x)35 
2036 
27x37 
2036 
2039 
M40 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
m46 
2048 
2049 
M50 
x)51 
x)52 
2053 
2054 
x)55 
2058 
x)57 
2058 
2059 

John E. Lambert 
Suzanne Noonen 
PerryT Hunt 
Louise T Williams 
Donna Whltmanh 
Joy Saueruhite 
R Ronald Sunon 
Billy A Joy 
Ruth H. Ball 
Les Mahoney 
Jeanne Kibbee 
Jean L Suter 
Chandler Stewart 
Catherine Jost 
8. J. Sunderland 
Judy GaUis Smlth 
Noelle Borders 
David M Dolly 
Kathi Baker 
Melinda J Luke1 
Reese F Lukei, Jr 
Evelyn Tatman 

James L. Venture 
Merle BeaHy 
Kate Lambdin 
Heidi Targee 
Rosalie Talbert 
Jan H. Smlth 
David Baisden, Sr 8 Jr. 
John Held 
Janine L Winegard 
John F. Pagels, Ph D 
Mr & Mrs S Todd Lowry 
Jeff Powelson 
Mary C. Orr 
Robert A Huddleston 
F. P Aldhizer 
Charlotte and Henry Schraibei 
F. G Dean, Jr 
R. Mark Jones 
Tamara Smlth 
Andrew, Mack & Ben Trank 
Andrew E. Frsssen 
Kenneth Clements 
Allen B Farmer 
John Lesher 
Whitney Lonsdale 
Susan Wiedman 
Luclus H Bracey, Jr. 
Rachel 6. Patllson 
Doris K Baker 
R. L. Mason 
E. Palmer Taylor 
Qane Lowden 
Jennlfer Soles 
Patricia Sexton 
Waiter Mehring, II 
Dave Peters 
Franklin L. GiMith 
JosephV King 

LONdl Dillon 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

ax0 
x)61 
2062 
2063 
2064 
2065 
m 7  
2068 
2069 
2070 
2071 
a 7 2  
2073 
2074 
2076 
2077 
2078 
2079 
2080 
2081 
2082 
2083 
2084 
2065 
2086 
2087 
2089 
2090 
2G91 
2092 
2393 
2094 
2095 
2096 
2097 
2098 
2099 
21 00 
2101 
21 02 
21 03 
21 04 
2105 
21 06 
21 07 
2108 
21 a9 
2110 
2111 
2112 
2113 
2114 
2115 
2116 
2117 
2118 
2119 
21 20 
2121 
21 22 
21 23 

Paul F Torrence 
Ms Terry Gabrielson 
James Hancock 
Roger N Canfleld 
Pettiion 
Thomas W. Schnelder 
Luke Campbell 
Lewis Crummett 
John Robert Jackson 
D. fflser 
Lyle Marshall 
Thomas Nichel, Jr 
Elizabeth Fuller 
Ellis fflahre 
Donald fflahre 
George Lees 
Davld Smith 
Thomas Thrash 
Troy Reinhart 
Richard Conner. Jr 
J. Nevin Whtie 
J Powell, Jr. 
Fred Williams 
Norman Apter 
Barbara D. Kaufman 
Gina E Bondurant 
Linda Bancropt 
Matthew L Shields 
D A. Pabst 
Emily Bextar 
Jesslca D Conaway 
Jacob H Kahn 
L. Wettstone 
Stephen M Fredrick 
Katherine Whtfield 
Glen Mdchell 
Leonard J uttal 
Sara SromsShomsen 
Debra R Neves 
Frank Karichofl 
Mark E Karichoff 
David L Weutz 
Evelyn Karlchoff 
Kelly Coiner 
Jodie Ann Coiner 
Elmer L. FIX 
D Jim Terrell 
Michael D Lowery 
Barbara A Hunter 
Lyle W Hunter 
Michael W. Jarvis 
William Wilson 
Edgar W Patterson 
William G Truslow 
William D Fields 
EricT Coiner 
Paul E Balsley 
Jess W Bridge 
Donald F Wright. Jr 
Davld Truslow 
Thomas L Fix 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 

IND 2124 
IND 2125 
IND 21 26 
IND 21 27 
IND 21 28 
IND 2129 
IND 2130 
IND 2131 
IND 2132 
IND 21 33 
IND 2134 
IND 21 35 
IND 2136 
IND 2137 
IND 2138 
IND 2139 
IND 21 40 
IND 2141 
IND 2142 
IND 21 43 
IND 21 44 
IND 21 45 
IND 2146 
IND 2147 
IND 2148 
IND 2149 
IND 21 50 
IND 2151 
IND 2152 
IND 21 53 
IND 2154 
IND 21 55 
IND 21 56 
IND 2157 
IND 21 59 
IND 21 60 
IND 21 62 
IND 2163 
IND 2164 
IND 2165 
IND 21 66 
IND 21 67 
IND 2168 
IND 2169 
IND 2170 
IND 2171 
IND 2172 
IND 21 73 
IND 21 74 
IND 2175 
IND 21 76 
IND 2177 
IND 2178 
IND 21 79 
IND 2181 
IND 21 82 
IND 2183 
IND 2184 
IND 2185 
IND 21 66 
IND 21 87 

John E Brooks 
Roger L Welcher 
Stacy Bridge 
Hawey b l e w  
Beatrice T Coiner 
Angela Rasmusser 
Anneliese Scouten 
Sara Board 
Jennlfer Conway 
Daisy Stevens 
Sara Chilstrom 
Amy M o b  
Emily Keiser 
Tracy Urech 
Jennlfer Hepler 
Peggy S. Kirby 
William H Sizemore, Jr 
W W Rinker 
Robert L Ewtng 
Coleman Grandstaff 
Amanda Marsh 
Eugenia Grandstaff 
Lawrence I Field 
Harley Kierstead 
Eleanore Towe 
Gregory Peterson 
Kenneth Lang 
James Herbert, Sr. 
Thomas Eyrlng 
S Abed 
John Rappole 
Allen Barker 
Raymond Burns 
William P Gadd, II 
Sheri R Cox 
Daniel E Deeds 
Barry Jfdfnes 
Norman R Deacon 
Barry C. Dutter 
Steve Miller 
Greg Nicely 
Wesley Keith 
Bobby D Rogers 
Randall Pursley 
Lyle Alphin 
George Alphin 
Julie Alphin 
Glenn Alphin 
Vernon Alphin 
Paul R Kennedy 
James L Will 
Algen P Eckard 
Joyce Persinger 
Eerkly Persinger 
Wilson R Shank 
Edwin P Darty 
Edwin Parkey 
David H Leach 
Gerald Cox 
Charles H Hartman 
C W Hepler, Jr. 

1 - 5 4  



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

2188 
21 89 
2190 
2191 
2192 
2193 
2194 
21 95 
21 96 
2197 
21 98 
21 99 
2200 
2202 
2m.3 
Po4 
2205 
2206 
2207 
22M) 
Po9 
2210 
221 1 
221 2 
2213 
221 4 
2215 
2216 
2217 
2218 
221 9 
mo 
2222 
2223 
2224 
2225 
m6 
2227 
2228 
2230 
2231 
2232 
2233 
2235 
2236 
2237 
2239 
2240 
2241 
2242 
2243 
2244 
2245 
2246 
2247 
2249 
p50 
22% 
2256 
p57 
2258 

Charles Benny Reid 
Elizabeth Maxfield 
Michelle L. Boyer 
Thomas L Aumn 
James R Flint 
James H Gum 
David Charles 
Rodney Vess 
Douglas S Deacon 
Douglas W Conner 
RickyS Deacon 
Donald E BUM 
Clemmer Eyer 
Tim Wales 
Brian D Gingerlch 
Bobby Hubbard 
Edward S. Burk 
S F. Simons 
Richard L Smkh 
Calvin G Gum 
Gary Flint 
Tim and Kr id Pleasants 
Wesley B Johnson 
SteveThomas 
Gary Lynn Reery 
Robert M. Flint 
Bill Ragette 
Ronald Flint 
Maynard Kessler 
Amanda D Hubbard 
Robert C. Langkamer 
David Molllsh 
Thomas J Wasmer 
David Wilcher 
Russel E. Carter 
Mack Jay Howard, Sr. 
Ivan M. Gum 
Anna Ayer 
Randy Lee 8 Family 
William A Mugg 
Jeff Flint 
Jim Loesel 
Frank Persinger 
Ernest E Treadway 
Harry Wakon 
StevenA J& 
Carolyn C Bates 
Marlanne J Skeen 
James E Vadas 
Richard Barnes 
David P. Hancock 
Donald 0. Furler 
Calvin T. Bane 
Charles E Richardson 
KermitE Evan 
Thomas Webley 
Jim Hersey 
H. E Matics 
Alan E Carlson 
Dan W o n  
Edmund T Endge 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1 - 5 5  

2259 
22M) 
2261 
2262 
p65 
2266 
2267 
2266 
2 x 3  
2270 
2271 
2272 
2273 
2276 
2277 
2279 
22ea 
2281 
22w 
2283 
2285 
2288 
2289 
2290 
2291 
2292 
2294 
2295 
p96 
2297 
2298 
2299 
23w 
2301 
2302 
2303 
2304 
2306 
2 m  
2310 
231 1 
2312 
231 3 
2314 
231 9 
2320 
2321 
2322 
2323 
2324 
2325 
2326 
2327 
2328 
2330 
2331 
2332 
2333 
2335 
2336 
2337 

James R Godsey 
Mrs Carol Godsey 
Mark C Jewel1 
E. F Knlpllng 
Bradley E Clarke 
Mark A Brown 
John Middleton 
French W Armstrong 
Sara Clark Mehring 
Ernest P Ogden, Jr 
John Hesse 
Kristine E Jost 
William D Fawcett 
Scott Wiggins 
EdithA Duguay 
Donald R Harless 
David F. Lange 
Theodore M Wright 
Frank Defonsera 
Bonnie Johnson 
Conrad J Marshall 
James L Duncan 
R E  Fawley 
Richard A. Miale 
Sandra Elder 
Virginia J. Grossman 
Galen E. Shingleton 
Buddy R Gragg 
Delbert Thorne 
Minon Tolley 
Brown Sensebaugh 
Joel M Weber, M.D. 
James Martin 
Randy Terry 
Mark E. Wilkins 
Bunny Clilton 
David Clark 
Joseph L Garrett 
Ernie Dickerman 
Joe Lenviel 
Mrs. Samuel Stevens 
Paul E Miller 
R L Carpenter 
James H. Swanson 
Charles M. Moss 
John Franklin Higglns 
Ted Ade 
Hal Bush 
Mike Paynter 
Roger Thlgpen 
Steve Pullinger 
Colleen Williams 
Roger Williams 
Harriet ShaUar 
Paula A Linder 
E V Werner 
Lisa Dabek 
Dale Lunsford 
Gawls M Reynolds, Jr. 
Staven K Ashcraft 
Gene K McGuire 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 
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IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

2339 
2341 
2344 
2345 
2348 
2347 
2348 
2351 
2353 
2355 
2356 
2357 
2358 
2360 
2361 
2362 
2363 
2364 
2365 
2366 
2367 
2368 
2369 
2370 
2371 
2372 
2373 
2374 
2375 
2376 
2377 
2380 
2381 
2382 
2383 
2384 
2385 
2386 
2388 
2389 
235-3 
2331 
2332 
2393 
2394 
2395 
2396 
2397 
2398 
2399 
2400 
2401 
2402 
2403 
2404 
2405 
2406 
2407 
2408 
2409 
2410 

Mark Peneonll 
John R Lynch 
Lesley Davis Amold 
Lynn Cameron 
Robert 0. Richardson 
Lafayetie Bluford Adams, 111 
Roger F Timbrook 
William Staton 
James D Beck 
Robin Cage 
Dean Onby 
Charles W Green 
Jeffrey J Bracken 
Michael J PaDaY 
William D Jones, Jr 
G T Tibbs 
Leah B Johnson 
Mike Hill 
Jim Palterson 
James P Dave, 111 
I A. Signoreill 
F Dallas Parsons 
Lynn Dickerson 
Janice 8 Jimmy Salmon 
Lynn E Griffin, Jr 
Lynn Cameron 
John R Northrop 
Lynn E. Griffin, Sr 
Anla Posplcszalska 
Jennlfer Brammer 
Jean L McCarthy 
Kenny Carroll 
Daniel E Hammer 
John L Nachmen 
Pauline Tibbs 
Petltlon 
Fred W. Shields, Jr 
Scott Roberts 
Michael D Erickson 
JoyceC Faw 
Pletar Van Beek 
Darrell B Cogar 
Clyde 8 Imogene Lmlejohn 
John Jordan 
Ernie Mek 
G. 0. Farrow 
Edwin Brown 
David Hopklns 
James Alvls. Jr. 
Dane Ohler 
Sally Anderson 
Anderson Flues 
Mark Huffman 
Kevin Steinbo 
Ray M Brown 
John H Halterman, Jr 
Gary L Brubaker 
E R Lunsford 
Willlam L Sensabaugh 
Catherine H Pugh 
Melvin Lee Baber 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-56 

241 1 
2412 
2413 
2414 
2415 
2416 
241 7 
241 8 
2410 
2420 
2421 
2422 
2423 
2424 
2425 
2426 
2427 
2428 
2429 
2430 
2431 
2432 
2433 
2434 
2435 
2436 
2437 
2438 
2439 
2440 
2441 
2442 
2443 
2444 
2445 
2448 
2447 
2448 
2449 
2450 
2453 
2454 
2456 
2457 
2458 
2459 
2” 
2461 
2462 
2463 
2464 
2465 
2466 
2467 
2468 
2469 
2470 
2471 
2472 
2473 
2474 

Andy Baber 
Michael Bartley 
Barbara Campbell 
Jesse J. Campbell 
Carolyn B Campbell 
Edgar E. Taylor 
R. L. Staton 
Michael J Colland 
Bob Hess 
Karen B Debord 
Ted Debord 
Edlth G Bradbury 
Mark E Thomas 
Avalene C. Jones 
Doug and Tina Grandle 
Christ1 Carver 
Steve Tabscott 
Laurine Whlte 
Beverly P Silver 
Jeanette Hess 
Linda J Hopkins 
Harold Grossman 
Peggy H. Harper 
Jacqueline A Soblrshl 
Tracy L Petersen 
LauraA ffiefer 
Jack Erons 
Howard A Acheson 
Michael Lleb 
Henry H Wise 
Helen Ware and Collen Smlth 
Janet and Leonard Jarrard 
B Webster 
Jennlfer Bremer 
Ania Pospleszalska 
Lynn Mouvery 
Adam and Elizabeth Hupert 
Bonita Whlte 
Jacquelyn E. Mosby 
Cella L Sweeney 
Carol Lee Short 
Patricia Aukisson 
Deanna Andrew6 
Betty Schewel 
Chauney F Kutz 
William H. Bowers 
MIM R S  Fortune 
William E. Clarkson 
Charles H Wiesneth 
Richard Fllnchbaugh 
M M Sanford 
Ernie Thomas 
John W. Stewart 
Clint Thomas 
Lisa G Onley 
Betty Peters 
Steven P Jordan 
Barbara Lambert 
RobertP Kyle 
J Norvlll Jones 
Mary Barnes 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

2475 
2477 
2478 
2479 
2480 
2481 
2482 
2483 
2484 
2485 
2486 
2487 
2488 
2489 
2490 
2491 
2492 
2493 
24s4 
2496 
2497 
2498 
2502 
2501 
2502 
2503 
25(34 
2505 
2508 
2509 
2510 
251 1 
2512 
251 3 
2514 
251 5 
251 7 
251 8 
2519 
2 5 a  
2521 
25-22 
2523 
2524 
2525 
2526 
2521 
2528 
2529 
2530 
2532 
2534 
2535 
2526 
2537 
2538 
2539 
2540 
2541 
2544 
2545 

Qeorge L Zlegenfuss 
Dave Bryant 
David R. Fix 
Thornton W Burnet 
Barbara P Kenyon 
Lenn Lennard 
Lawrence B Qriffin 
Randy Garrison 
Christopher D Boch 
Viotorla Parriex 
R. ROSS Roby, M.D 
William F Bennen 
MawlnL Dowdy 
No Signature 
Steven M Scott 
V Ray Phillips, Jr 
Cleora J Scott 
Paul A Von Hwne 
Richard Dowdy 
Michael 0. Shanks 
Ray F Tesh 
Ann Burchard 
Thomas S Williams, Ill 
Kris Christensen 
Bienda Duckworth 
David R Richmond 
Terry L. Debs 
Rachel Johnson 
JeanC Bratton 
Kenneth R Landon 
Thomas Neely 
Richard P. Wahl, Jr 
Carla H Perrenot 
Richard I Crouthamel 
Edward R. Johnson 
Craig E. Peterson 
Cldf W. Clark 
Willard L Ball 
Brian Krete 
Kaye Chandler 
Susan Demoss 
Butch and Dale West 
Marcus K Lundmark 
David Flint 
Glen Adklns 
Ronald Bowman 
James R. Bezanson 
George Beon 
Roger Dledrlch 
Miriam L. Weaver 
Charles W Rhodes 
A Joanne Bales 
Easton Loving 
Rebecca Smnh 
Leon Ellis 
J Terrlll McCall 
0.0 Nealy, Jr. 
BarbaraS Smith 
Charles Demoss 
Harold ODell 
William B Stuart 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
LND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-57 

2546 
2547 
2548 
2549 
2550 
2551 
2553 
25% 
2555 
2556 
2537 
2558 
2559 
2560 
2561 
2% 
2564 
2565 
2566 
2567 
256s 
2569 
2570 
2571 
2572 
2573 
2574 
2575 
2576 
2577 
2578 
2580 
2581 
2583 
2584 
2585 
2587 
2588 
2589 
2591 
2592 
2693 
2694 
25% 
2596 
2597 
2598 
2599 
26M) 
2601 
2602 
2603 
2Bw 
2605 
2606 
2607 
261 1 
2812 
261 4 
261 5 
2816 

James0 Logan 
Georgia Persinger 
W Allan SharreU 
Mike Norris 
Earl Z Damewood, Ph D 
Jane S Jessee 
Wayne Atkins 
William Q Susling, Jr. 
Rick Thomas 
Terrance Allan Sldley 
Dean F Amel 
Robert L Henke 
Robert R. Putman 
LlndaQ Akers 
Don Barrier 
Carolyn S Forbes 
Connie Mercie 
Allen J Cline 
Andrew D Claxlon 
Joel M Sowers 
Michael Welch 
John D Hurd 
Sharon M Ripley 
Delmer D Aylor 
John F Marshall, Ph D 
Sussn Makural 
Johnathan Wright 
Terry M. Brooks 
Steve Dixon 
Joseph A. Duda 
Kent Fleming 
Randy Hoover 
Warren D. Pinnlck 
Douglas N Tooihman 
Charles W Sloan 
Skip Goodrich 
Larry N Fuller 
Alan Darke 
Michael D Buckland 
Margaret L Gibson 
Scoll W Shallenberger 
Mark F. Caron 
C Richard Devore 
David Thomas 
W.F Lee 
Enon Rdfee 
Dr. and M n  David K Dlrlam 
Roben Baird 
Robert Trelawny 
John A. Lackman 
Bob Adklsson 
Charles T. Lane 
Sandy Hart 
Tom R Davenport 
Jenny L. White 
William S. Jones 
John Garner 
Willlam L. Yochum 
Doroihy C Bliss 
Kurt N. Delweller 
J. Francls Palmer 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

2617 
261 8 
2619 
2620 
2621 
2623 
2624 
2625 
2626 
2627 
2831 
2632 
2637 
2M8 
2639 
2640 
2641 
2642 
2643 
2644 
2645 
2648 
2649 
2650 
2651 
2652 
2653 
2654 
2655 
2656 
2657 
2660 
2661 
2Ee3 
2665 
2666 
2667 
2668 
2669 
2670 
2671 
2673 
2674 
2675 
2677 
2678 
2Mu) 
2681 
2683 
2684 
2685 
2686 
2687 
2688 
2689 
2690 
2691 
26692 
2693 
2694 
2695 

George M Jacks 
David G Brewer 
Paul A. Carpenter 
A W Shelhorse, Jr 
Emil Friberg 
Rodney L Wlllr 
James B Loan Jr. 
Gary R Greenstein 
J C. Watts, Jr 
M. Ann Phillippi, Ph.D. 
Bob Dkon 
Greg Mick 
James W Deeds 
Rosemary Richards 
RuthA hllard 
Nancy J Martin-Perdue 
Ellen V. Aylor 
Maynard Feury 
David Dunsmore 
Charles Kesslnger 
Charles Redman 
Craig J Bradley 
John M. Roberts 
Charlie E Givens 
Helen Hamiiton 
Roger R Forrest 
William B Stewart 
Robert Hueston 
Jeffrey IC Riggs 
G Esler lnskeep 
Janet M Malcolm 
Bernard Chestnut 
Russell Broyles, Jr 
BrendaS Goff 
Ernie Reed 
Sarah P Faulconer 
W Gentz 
BobbyD Roges 
LloydA Deeds 
RobertM Carey 
Charles D Pierce 
Donald P Mimmo 
Laura A Harders 
Susan G Bender 
Morris Daniel 
Andrew J Mccoy 
M James Menk 
Betty J Owens 
Randell A Lillard 
Alice Menks 
Albert L Huber, M D 
Tony Tomlinson 
Janet P Drumheller 
Gary Mahly 
Grover M Nicely 
Bonnie J Smith 
David Lynn Dumonsau 
Grant P Thompson 
Brian Woods 
Douglas C Ramsey 
Dick Shun 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

m 
2697 
2698 
2699 
27W 
2701 
27M 
2703 
2704 
2705 
2706 
2707 
2708 
2710 
271 1 
2712 
2713 
2714 
2715 
2716 
271 7 
2718 
271 9 
27x) 
2721 
2722 
2723 
2724 
2725 
2726 
2727 
2728 
2729 
2730 
2731 
2732 
2733 
2734 
2735 
2736 
2737 
2738 
2739 
2740 
2741 
2742 
2743 
2744 
2745 
2746 
2747 
2748 
2749 
2750 
2751 
2752 
2753 
2754 
2756 
2757 
2756 

1-58 

Jerry L Jacobsen 
Kennie G Underwood 
Gregory Orndorff 
Austin Mantz 
Richard Eroyles 
Bernice Eubank 
Rosalind Wilson 
H.C. Edwards 
George M Deeds 
Ann W Boldin 
Darrin Marbley 
Wanda C Warlltner 
Richard W Ayers 
Chris J Hyland 
Chris Almond 
Art Fovogue 
Beverley Carver 
Peter Adams 
Jen Thomas 
Randall Williams 
Luigi Morelli 
Helen M McCoy 
Cecil Holler, Sr. 
Ronald 0. Wasem 
Elmer L Shlffiett 
James W Jarrell 
Georgia Thomas 
John W Ballard, 111 
Ronnie J Simmons 
Thomas W. Deeds 
Marcus N O'Conner 
Jack W Smith 
Samuel L Rogen 
Jackie L Smlth 
Gerald W Huffman 
Mike lwanik 
Ruth D Nicely 
Harold R Woodward, Jr 
Rev Heather A Warren 
George G Givens 
Charles R Douglass 
Mrs Julie C Blunt 
Jesse L Daries 
Leona M. Sonne 
Charles Perdue, Sr , Ph D 
Joseph A Schdrin 
Terry L Meade 
John M Hancock 
William R Moodispaw 
R L Owens, Jr 
Jack J Schiithuis 
Michael Allen 
Ellen Halbert 
Lawrence P ODonnell 
Richard Lambert 
Shyla Vesltis 
T H Lillard. Jr 
Mary M Harshfield 
Stanley Spitler 
John W Rogers 
William Gimbel 



IND 27759 
IND 27'80 
IND 2761 
IND 2762 
IND 2763 
IND 2784 
IND 2765 
IND 2766 
IND 2767 
IND 2768 
IND 2769 
IND 2770 
IND 2771 
IND 2772 
IND 2773 
IND 2774 
IND 2775 
IND 2776 
IND 2777 
IND 2778 
IND 2779 
IND 2780 
IND 2781 
IND 2762 
IND 2783 
IND 2784 
IND 2765 
IND 2786 
IND 2787 
IND 2788 
IND 2789 
IND 2790 
IND 2791 
IND 2792 
IND 2793 
IND 2794 
IND 2795 
IND 2796 
IND 2797 
IND 2798 
IND 2799 
IND 2800 
IND 2801 
IND 2'802 
IND 2803 
IND 2804 
IND 2aa5 
IND 2806 
IND 2807 
IND 2808 
IND 2809 
IND 2810 
IND 281 1 
IND 2812 
IND 2813 
IND 281 4 
IND 2815 
IND 2616 
IND 281 7 
IND 2618 
IND 281 9 

Larry L. Baker 
Helen G -A. 
Heidi Havemn 
Jehu Austnr 
Manton Frlemn, Jr 
Heather Taylor 
Jane Geldos 
William Gaidos 
Linda Thomas 
Patricia Brubaker 
Bonnie Jones 
Stwen M. Fox 
Kristine J Olka 
John Dean 
Lynn Allen 
Gall Dussere 
Was Allen 
Traoey Homen 
William G Maddox 
Paul Rosen 
Ralph T Dameron 
Conley E Daughtry 
Kenneth B Lunsford 
Raymond E. Lunsford 
Romonda Barkley 
Roger E Bartley, II 
Dennis M Campbell 
Lyman D Allen, Jr. 
Beiiy J Baber 
J W. Baber, Ill 
Henry W Barber 
Jean and Dlllard Morris 
Kelth A Mays 
Robert Patterson 
John W Baber 
Junior C Fox 
Pamela Pride Eaton 
Sergeo Lay 
Cheryl Chapman 
Gregory H Aplet 
M L Sheffar 
Tricia Qrant 
Gayle Patersen 
Ann E. Werner 
Lucinda Bishop 
Mary Henley 
Barbara Dowell 
Neil Andreal 
Patrick KnigMon 
Neil 0 Rider 
Ginny SonnePeteson 
Liz Wilsdotl 
Tal Munastll 
Samuel Fisher 
RobertV Clagett 
Greg Benson 
FbadnayG Duley 
Doc Blancherd 
George Burgess, Esq 
Charles Dillon 
Dr. Dennis Carlini 

IND 2820 
IND 2825 
IND 2826 
IND 2827 
IND 2828 
IND 2829 
IND 2830 
IND 2831 
IND 2832 
IND 2833 
IND 2834 
IND 2835 
IND 2836 
IND 2837 
IND 2638 
IND 2839 
IND 2840 
IND 2841 
IND 2842 
IND 2843 
IND 2644 
IND 2845 
IND 2846 
IND 2847 
IND 2848 
IND 2849 
IND 2850 
IND 2851 
IND 2852 
IND 2853 
IND 2854 
IND 2855 
IND 2858 
IND 2657 
IND 2858 
IND 2859 
IND 2860 
IND 2861 
IND 2862 
IND 2e63 
IND 2664 
IND 2865 
IND 2866 
IND 2867 
IND 2866 
IND 2869 
IND 2870 
IND 2871 
IND 2872 
IND 2673 
IND 2874 
IND 2675 
IND 2876 
IND 2877 
IND 2879 
IND 2880 
IND 2681 
IND 2882 
IND 2663 
IND 2884 
IND 2885 

Edward Farmer 
Mac McDaniel 
L B Hills 
Art Ostdlek 
David H Morris 
R H McFeddin 
Anthony P. Mollish 
Donald L. PrM 
KennethA PrHt 
Jo Anne Scott Webb 
Douglas G Barbour 
Roland and Rsuko Waiters 
Eva M. Lively 
Ronald J Falyar 
Jesse C. Thompson, Jr 
N Wayne Yoder 
James R Barrett 
Cleveland H Porter, Jr , D.D.S 
Joe Cheney 
Floyd C Ryman 
Todd Shauger 
Patricla J. Fraser 
S EdKuhn 
Sue Carolyn Smlth 
FredM Dean 
Billy Perry 
Donald E Shires 
ClydaH Shipp 
Donald L. Ryman 
Mr Blaine E. Peat 
Marie Dills 
Diane C Bowman 
Henry and Jill Bruhl 
Daisy Oblinger 
Armple Tauman 
Owen R Beale 
Ann Marks 
William E Gayle 
Lee Kelleher 
T Rltchle Peery, D D.S 
Victor Dunsmore, Sr. 
Roger D Groot 
Donald H Lank 
George Frelin 
David W Carr, Jr 
John R Fowler 
David Bhlob 
David R Olund 
Jack Williams 
James A. Ruckman 
Steve M Hundley 
JamesA McCann 
Victor Dunsmore. Jr. 
Jeanette B. Robinson 
George & Mary Bobanla 
Ollie W Kitchen, Jr. 
Clifford Miller 
Kenneth B Kirkham 
T J. Daly 
Rose A Magnarella 
Tonya Grinde 

1-59 LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

2888 
2889 
2892 
2894 
2895 
2896 
2898 
2@9 
2901 
2902 
2903 
29-24 
2905 
2906 
2907 
2908 
2909 
291 0 
291 1 
291 2 
2913 
291 5 
2916 
291 7 
2918 
2920 
2921 
23.22 
2923 
2924 
2525 
2926 
2927 
2929 
2930 
2931 
2932 
2933 
2934 
2936 
2937 
2938 
2939 
2940 
2941 
2942 
2943 
2944 
2945 
2946 
2947 
2948 
2949 
2950 
2951 
2952 
2953 
2954 
2955 
2956 
2957 

Paul F Torrence 
H A Turner 
Jacob A. Kamerow 
Adeline B Lyle 
Richard 0. Dowlavage 
Charlotte L UmhoQ 
Craig R Kaderavek 
%ea0 Bull 
Sue M. Haley 
Kelly Mackey 
David E. Nees 
Thomas E Carroll 
Herbert Hardbarger, Jr. 
Fred Burke 
Linda Wade 
Timothy Wade 
Petdlon 
Gary Delllnger 
Richard L. Hundley 
David A Snebold 
I Fredrick Trew 
N E Houser 
Brooks Imln. Jr 
Arnold L Warlltnef 
John M Yeago 
Charles T Campbell 
Bruce & Bonnie Benedlci 
Clyde T. Smith 
Terry S Templeton 
David G Wileher 
Sue Carlyle 
Trenor L Hypes 
Ken Isaec 
Charles T. Boggs 
R. Lee Kernell 
Gary J Close 
Larry Qochenour 
Nora M Taylor 
Rob and Sandy Fountaln 
Bryan Barb 
Mark Burton 
Denny B Goodbar 
Ike Know 
Alan E. Belllnoff 
wanman Wade 
Steve Parks 
Layne W Beverly 
Betty Cochran 
Meiy Ruby 
Robert SpigM 
Daryl E Reed 
Robert Bowyor, Jr. 
Glen W Snider 
Wayne HuHman 
Troy Beverley 
David Eggleston 
Lowell A Davis 
Donnle Wines 
Tammy Johnson 
LarryA Clark 
Donnle Huffmen 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

2958 
2959 
2980 
2961 
2 s 2  
2963 
2s54 
29gg 
2986 
2967 
2968 
2969 
2970 
2971 
2972 
2973 
2074 
2975 
2976 
2977 
2978 
297s 
2980 
2981 
2982 
2983 
2984 
2985 
2986 
2987 
2988 
25m 
2990 
2941 
2992 
2993 
2994 
2995 
2996 
2947 
2998 
2999 
3ooo 
3cQ1 
3002 
3003 
3004 
3w5 
3006 
3cQ7 
9008 
Qwg 
3010 
301 1 
3012 
301 3 
3014 
301 5 
3016 
3017 
301 8 

A K Miller 
William M Hall 
Mike Bare 
Martha Garrett 
Frank Dawdra 
J Davld Hall 
Randy Camden 
Gan/ Spence 
Ronald N Gilman 
Randy Humphries 
Warre Meddox 
Mike Qunter 
Michael D. Cheaiham 
H P. Brown, 111 
Wayne D Peterson 
H. P Brown, IV 
Qregory Syle 
Eric Snyder 
Thomas J. Lloyd 
E A Vlllafranca 
Arthur W. Hurt 
Jason Amos 
C. Thtlsims 
V. Owen Warr 
Timothy M. Whde 
Sieve Slagle 
Robert R. Floyd, Sr 
Tollie D. Mwre 
E R. Glass 
Joe Glass 
Ronald E. Whlte 
Eddie Foster 
Barry W. Tyree 
John Merrison 
Hershell Burr 
Lloyd Pennlngton 
Jerylene Mason 
Nancy R. Hartless 
Henry L Henson 
Wendell Lea Fm, Sr. 
David Coleman 
E. R Montgomery, Jr 
Lee Wrlghi 
Delores Humphrles 
William A. Rudford 
May Lowe 
Edmond Floyd 
W C. Biller, Jr 
Bill Floyd 
C. S Hesk 
Delmas Clark 
Newassa HMman 
Carrie Mason 
Frances Fields 
Audrey Siaion 
Gary Knlck 
Pam Shiley 
V Eugene Wood 
H P Brown, IV 
Frank Davldson 
Randy Humphrles 

US1 OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1-60  



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3019 
3Mo 
3021 
3M2 
3023 
3024 
3025 
9026 
3027 
3028 
3x9 
3030 
3031 
3032 
3033 
3034 
3035 
3038 
3037 
9038 
3039 
3040 
3041 
3042 
3043 
3044 
3045 
3046 
3047 
9048 
3049 
3050 
3051 
3052 
2053 
90$4 
3(M5 
3056 
3057 
3058 
3059 
3oM) 
3061 
3062 
3063 
3064 
3065 
3066 
3067 
3066 
3069 
3070 
3071 
3072 
3073 
3074 
3075 
3076 
3077 
3078 
3079 

Gary Spence 
Randy Camden 
Fred Catlett 
William M. Hall 
Donnie Huffman 
A. K Miller 
Russel Glen 
David L Eggleston 
lee Wright 
Wayne Htiifman 
Daryl E Reed 
RobeR C. Spyk 
Troy Beveriy 
Glen W. Snider 
Robert L. Bovqer Jr. 
Layne W. Beverly 
V. Eugene Wood 
Edward M. Hamlnon 
Mike Bare 
Warren Muddox 
Mlchael D, Cheathen 
H. P. Brown. N 
0. Sylhe 
Jason S Amos 
Erlc Snyder 
C. Russell Willlams 
V. Owen Ware 
Timothy M. Whna 
Steve Siagie 
Tollle D. Moore 
C. R. Glass 
Joe Qlam 
Ronald E White 
Eddie Foster 
Barry W. Tyree 
John Morrlson 
Herbert H. Brown 
Mike Gunter 
Martha J. Garre4 
Robert Miller, 111 
Paul Wisman 
Beliy Troumadd 
James Parsons 
John Kemp 
Illegible 
Joe Archambeauh, P.E. 
Yoianda Spencer 
David H. Klnney 
Stella M. Koch 
John S. OoHsohalk 
Patrlcla A. Jackson 
Heloise 0. H Dotnln 
Robert T. Dornln 
Megan Gallagher 
Kathmyne L Goodman 
Kate Goodman 
Joseph P Weeks 
Susan C. Weeks 
David Chuse 
Und Koiodzie{ 
Neal D Emerald 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND, 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
WD 
IN0 
IND 
IND 

I - 61 

3080 
9081 
SI82 
3593 
3084 
9085 
30% 
9087 
3088 
3089 
9090 
3091 

3093 
3094 
3096 
3097 
3098 
3099 
3100 
3101 
3102 
31 03 
31 04 
3105 
31 06 
3107 
31 08 
31 09 
31 10 
3111 
3112 
31 13 
3114 
3115 
3116 
3117 
3118 
3119 
31aO 
31 23 
3125 
31 26 
3127 
3128 
31 28 
3130 
3131 
31 32 
3133 
31 35 
3136 
31 37 
3138 
3139 
31 40 
3141 
31 42 
31 43 
31 44 
3145 

Loudell R Staunton 
Brian W Moores 
Georgia H. Herbert 
Josephine De Qive 
Timothy Cook 
Shelley Q Bourdon 
James F. Brown 
Laura Thicker 
Rebecca Conway 
Stephen Parks 
Maniyn & Pat Lockhart 
Jennifer Hlebert 
Debra Livramento 
Helen Oldenberg 
Kurt J Erchlnaon 
Mlcheel Farabaugh 
RW. Rick Hill 
Mary P Sease 
Chas Grady 
Samuel and Margaret Johnson 
Theron Smalbldra 
Kenny Wagoner 
Robert Rogers 
Jack Barker 
Thomas McClain 
Ronald Shingleton 
Lonnie Lackey 
John Taylor 
Douglas Perry 
Jeff Swlger 
Steve Lawson 
Franklin Taylor 
Tlp Starkey 
Roger L. Robertson, Jr. 
Donald S. Sims, Jr. 
Gordon L Sour 
Roger Ellewod King 
Margaret J Slmms 
Roger L. Robertson 
Reed Probsl 
Thomss Symmes Jr 
M. Hartman 
Sandra Hauser 
Dwlght Bolyard 
Bill & Helen Braunworth 
Calvin Pifer 
John Llpscomb 
 ax White 
Joseph Hauser 
William Hauser 
Wade Hanser 
Robert Harsh 
Jackie Snyde 
David Wiles 
Kevin Wiles 
John C Hall 
H Hartrusa 
Relph Buckley 
Herbert Rlchey 
Warren Qroves 
W Myer, II 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3146 
31 47 
3148 
3149 
3150 
3151 
3152 
31 53 
3154 
3155 
3156 
3157 
31 58 
3159 
3160 
3161 
31 62 
3163 
3165 
3166 
3167 
3188 
3169 
31 70 
3171 
31 72 
3173 
31 74 
31 75 
31 76 
3177 
3178 
3179 
3180 
3181 
3182 
31 83 
3184 
31 85 
3186 
3167 
3188 
3169 
3190 
3191 
31 92 
3193 
3194 
31 95 
31 96 
31 97 
31 96 
3199 
3200 
3201 
3x)2 
3203 
3x4 
32a5 
3-206 
3207 

Mark Crummen 
OlNer Bauer 
Jane Harrison 
Barbara Phillipson 
Larry Collins 
Chad Mays 
Kenny Mays 
Edward B Decker 
W. B Waggy 
Anne B Dale 
Edward M Dale 
Willie L McCune 
Sharon Grdfon 
EddleT Allen 
Roger C Allen 
Manley T. Allen 
Stephen P. Troxell 
Terry L Shifflett 
Tim Chandler 
Chris Fretwall 
Danny Clinedinst 
Chris Marshall 
Ronnie Henderson 
James C. Ratcliffe, 111 
David L Campbell 
W H Reid 
J L Aikans 
R C Roger 
Frank Pyanue 
Rebecca L Thompson 
Ralph E. Griffin, Jr. 
0 Martin Wheeler 
Brenda F Thompson 
H Paul Thompson 
Steve Sulton 
Whttney P Terrell 
Gary L Brubaker 
John Abshire 
Paul Driner 
William Warren. Jr 
T Payton Coyner 
Rick Hickltn 
B Whalen 
Steve Coffman 
Mark Schleupner 
ThomasG Eick 
G Van Pelt 
Dr Brostus, Ph D 
Anna Hall 
MerthaP Make1 
Bruce L Legge 
David Rockman 
Karen Silver 
Jennlfer Oman 
Dave Corban 
Mark R Woodta 
Greg Sandage 
Sarah Swank 8 Jon Kastendid 
Carol Gardner 
Thelma G Strehle 
Doug Sease 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3208 
3209 
3210 
321 I 
3212 
3213 
3214 
321 5 
3216 
3217 
321 8 
3219 
3za 
3221 
3z2 
3223 
3224 
3225 
3226 
3227 
3228 
3229 
3230 
3231 
3232 
3233 
3234 

3235 
3236 
3237 
3238 
3239 
3240 
3241 
3242 
3243 
3244 
324 
3246 
324? 
3246 
3249 
3250 
3251 
3252 
3253 
3254 
3255 
3256 
3257 
3258 
3259 
3260 
3261 
3262 
3263 
3264 
3265 
3266 
32-37 

Suzanne Sease 
C Weeder 
Charles B Fender 
Michele R Rudash 
Nan Jack 
Dana ffirley 
Louise and Milton Perlman 
Lacey L Lelfel 
Charles and Martha Maddox 
Bill and Joyce Fuller 
Thomas J Gillerfrie 
E Whew Hopt 
Aubor T Bloh 
Jonathan Stanly 
Illegible Signature 
Brian Poii 
Donald J Skelly and Chad Fears 
Allison Babs 
Christopher F Trtcarick 
Harvey W Olllnger 
Carl Dale 
Laura Musser 
Kathleen A Grdfin 
Jo Ellen Capstack 
Merrlheth Neal 
Nancy Steller 
Mary Ann Yarslnske 8 John Cun- 
nlngham 
Ted Urappel 
Wendy J Garpow 
Marsha Shank 
Carl W Fritzinger 
Dawn Kern 
Gena Tenney Phenix 
Elizabeth Chappell 
Rose McNamerlc 
Susan Aaren 
Erin Lise Tabscon 
Patricia Rust 
Dr and Mrs T Ketth Vest 
Karen Day 
Carolyn Alkire 
Nicole GravaU 
Steven L Gray 
James Terrill 
Luther Brown, Jr 
B Palmer 
Rose Koogle 
Robert Adam 
Jeff Hatfield 
Belle Dreyfuss 
Charles N Adams. Jr 
William A Keely 
Dr R Michael Erwin 
Kale Manhews 
Robert Holley 
Joan Adam 
Arthur Chambers 
Sharon Dreyfuss 
Wayne Crider. Sr 
Regina Shapley 
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IND 3268 
IND 3269 
IN0 3270 
IND 3271 
IND 3272 
IND 3273 
IND 3274 
IND 3275 
IND 3276 
IND 3277 
IND 3278 
IND 3279 
IND 3280 
IND 3281 
IND 3282 
IND 3283 
IND 3284 
IND 3285 
IND 3.266 
IND 3287 
IND 3288 
IND 3289 
IND 3290 
IND 3291 
IND 3292 
IND 3293 
IND 3294 
IND 3295 
IND 3zs 
IND 3297 
IND 3238 
IND 3299 
IND 33M) 
IND 3301 
IND 33x2 
IND 3303 
IND 3304 
IND 3305 
IND 3306 

IND 3307 
IND 3308 
IND 3309 
IND 331 0 
IND 331 1 
IND 3312 
IND 331 3 
IND 331 4 
IND 331 5 
IND 3316 
IND 331 7 
IND 331 8 
IND 331 9 
IND 3320 
IND 3321 
IN0 3322 
IND 3323 
IND 3324 
IND 3325 
IND 3326 
IND 3327 

SandraS Howard 
Allen Alexander 
Steven Whltney 
James L. Claybrook 
Eleanor D Campbell 
Chris Leitch 
Marion R. White 
Mark Campbell 
David Charles 
Steven Byer 
Kenneth Callahan 
Stacy Depriest 
Robert Bradley 
Steven Southall 
Brian Bland 
Dennis Campbell 
Ronnie Williamson 
Gerald Rogen 
Btyan Knids 
Randy Shrfflelt 
Kenneth Hill 
Curtis Kincaid 
Lonnle Pagans 
Eli Perrine 
Clyde Pagans 
Cindy Jackson 
Llnda David 
Gretchen Robb 
Chrlaan Smlth 
M McKenne 
Patricia Sandage 
Cameron Mvir 
Bruce Batling-Austin 
Leland Keller, Jr 
Mark Sohleupner 

Jefl Herrln 
Judy Lachappall1 
Jonathan Evans, PhD 8 Amy 
Evans, M D. 
Elizabeth 8 William Solomon 
Elizabeth Bignell 
Tami Arbogast 
John Jackson 
Blair Sharpe 
Jackie Cooke 
Frankline Brown, Jr. 
John Marston 
June Yager 
David Carter 
Katherine Ortl 
Stephanie Login 
Camille Means 
Dale Dunsmore 
Maynard L. Patterson 
Edward. Scotty. Jean Dawson 
Dan Brownlee 
Davld Cook 
Helen 8 Bill Braunworth 
C C. Mannlng, Jr. 
Jean K Loesel 

J smith 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
(NO 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
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3328 
3329 
3330 
3331 
3332 
3333 
3334 
3335 
3336 
23.97 
3338 
3339 
3340 
3341 
3342 
3343 
3344 
3345 
3346 
3347 
3348 
3349 
3350 
3351 
3352 
3353 
3354 
3355 
3356 
3357 
3358 
3359 
3380 
3361 
3362 
3363 
3364 
3565 
3366 
3367 
3368 
3369 
3370 
3371 
3372 
3373 
3374 
3375 
3376 
si7 
3378 
3379 
3380 
3381 
3382 
3383 
5384 
3385 
3386 
3387 
3388 

Charlotte Morgan 
Cathy Master 
Natalie Hawkins 
Malcolm Crosble 
John K Camper 
Edward B Hamer 
Herb Goldstein 
Jo Ellen Parent 
Glen Leasure 
Steven R. Parent 
Wylme Davis 
Fred Baker 
A Foster, Ill 
Paul Mailos 
Negesh P Mehia 
Raymond Cohen 
Wayne Raynal 
Ella Baker 
Cathy Wells 
Riia Jean Leasure 
David F. Harris 
Melvin N Leasure 
Mary Barnes 
Helen Haniz 
Mrs. Fems Hotchkiss 
John C. Wise 
Laura Neaie 
Lois E Leasure 
Virginia McGhee 
John E Fnedrichs 
John D Morgan 
Thomas H Ahnemann 
Karen Ahnemann 
Andrew C Johnson, Jr 
Rebecca McGhee 
Morgan Harris 
Betty Lemon 
Richard G Barnes 
David Daystar 
Yaviah Renner 
Margaret Eyson-Cobb 
Nancy Spencer 
David Purly 
Tom Marshall 
Ed Moore 
Michael R Sexton, 11 
Lee Sauder 
Ruth P. McCotmiok-Goodliet 
Zephy Renner 
Margaret Sharbel 
BeQ L Putnay 
Stephanie Bond 
Gabriel Leasure 
Phillip R Welch 
HaNest Leasure 
b r t y  McNell 
Ann Henderson 
Lenna and Terry Ojure 
Summer Welch 
Katie McNeil 
Katherine Smith 
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IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3389 
334) 
3381 
33sz 
3393 
3394 
3395 

3396 
3397 
3398 
3399 
34w 
3401 
3402 
3403 
3404 
3405 
3406 
3407 
3408 
3409 
341 0 
341 1 
3412 
3413 
3414 
341 5 
3416 
341 7 
3418 
3419 
3420 
3421 
3422 
3423 
3424 
3425 
3426 
3427 
3428 
3429 
3430 
3431 
3432 
3433 
3434 
3435 
3436 
3437 
3438 
3441 
3442 
3443 
3444 
3445 
3447 
3448 
3449 
3450 
3451 

David A Johnston 
Pamela E. Brell 
Dan Freae 
Florence 0. Cook 
Mark K Cathay 
Eliot Balars 
Peter OShaughneeny & Frank 
Hawklns 
Joan Robins 
Gaty Slzer 
Billie Jean Skef 
Drew Wlnterer 
Richard H. Moore 
John Grant 
Tom Oxendine 
Andrew H Willlams 
Salk Hutcheson 
Paula Sullivan 
Mark Corrales 
Diane MeHon 
Ben Brown 
JamesA Strock 
Ellen Jennings 
Eric Renner 
Josephine R. Morrison 
Alex H. Morrison 
Halnes Sprunl 
Dr David Sprunt 
Elise Sprunt 
Eric Shetlield 
Elise Sheflield 
ReldT Putney 
Darrfl Knick 
Nancy Bidlack 
Patrick Conner 
Steven R. Brads 
Steven Brads 
James Benton 
Susan Benton 
Dlanna Williams 
Pam Oivers 
Barbara Ruddick 
Jean Nalley 
Llnda Jackson 
Brian Nalley 
Linda 8 Bill Raines 
Beliy Gordon 
Pearline Nailey 
Jeff Allen 
Jeff & Tonya McDaniel 
Anna-Marie York 
Colon R Mcmath 
Alma McMaih 
Kirk McMath 
Darren McMaih 
Larry Hale 
Jeff HedricK 
David Work 
J LHedrick 
Peiiiion 
Pet*ion 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
iND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3452 
3453 
3454 
3455 
3456 
3457 
3458 
3454 
3480 
3481 
3462 
3483 
3484 
3485 
5466 
3467 
3468 
346s 
3470 
3471 
3472 
3473 
3474 
3475 
3478 
34i7 
3478 
3479 
3480 
3481 
3482 
3483 
3485 
3486 
3487 
3488 
3489 
3493 
3491 
3492 
3493 
3494 
3495 
349s 
3497 
3498 
3499 
3501 
3502 
3503 
3504 
3505 
3507 
35w 
9509 
3510 
351 1 
351 2 
3513 
3515 
3516 

Petitlon 
Petiiion 
Petillon 
Petition 
Petition 
T.C. Plnckney 
Donna Murphy 
Stephen Templeion 
Jeanne Blggart 
Eve 0. Fout 
Kaihy M. Taylor 
Colin Bruce Macleod 
S.J. Kolmst&er 
Laura G DeNlshlan 
Sharon E. Mohney 
Bonnie Pulliam 
Stephen L Stoner 
Phllip Paschal1 
Elizabeth 8 Robert Alcock 
Ginger Herring 
Benjamin F. Livingston, Ill 
Chris Brinion 
Ruth Hudson 
Emily Johnson 
Lynda Cozart 
Catherine A Anderson 
Madeline Delgado 
Eileen G. Popp 
Mrs. W. J Nelson 
Kirk Lunsford, Jr. 
Monroe Phillips 
Ned Kahns 
Cindy Bowen 
Donald L. Ash 
Carlos Marie Ellis 
Vernon L Maipey, Jr 
Lawrence W. Dsitz 
Alan S Warden 
Temple Kessinger 
Sharon H and G Gray Puryear 
Doroihy H. Brlggs 
Susan Fisher 
Belly W Marr 
Virginia M. Driver 
Michelle 8 Ruth Poignant 
James Kelly 
Newel1 Irwin 
Roger J. Cufton 
Sara Stewart 
Sandra Marre 
Robert N. Porter, Jr 
David 8 Julie Coffman 
Wm J. Ellis. M D 
Kathy BiHon 
AnnM Patterson 
Carol C. Gray 
Ralph W Hart 
Hallle B Aibergottl 
Victoria R i m  
Bell Martin 
Morton M Smlth 
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IND 3517 
IND 351 8 
IND 3519 
IND 3520 
IND 3521 
IND 3522 
IND 3523 
IND 3524 
IND 3525 
IND 3528 
IND 9527 
IND 3528 
IND 3529 
IND 3530 
IND 3531 
IND 3532 
IND 3523 
IND 3534 
IND 3535 
IND 3536 
IND 35% 
IND 3539 
IND 3541 
IND 3542 
IND 3543 
IND 3544 
IND 3545 
IND 3546 
IND 3546 
IND 3549 
IND 3550 
IND 3351 
IND 3552 
IND 3553 
IND 3554 
IND 3555 
IND 3558 
IND 3557 
IND 3558 
IND 3559 
IND 3560 
IND 3561 
IND 3563 
IND 3564 
IND 9565 
IND 3588 
IND 3588 
IND 3569 
IND 3570 
IND 3571 
IND 3572 
IND 3573 
IND 3574 
IND 3575 
IND 3576 
IND 3571 
IND 3578 
IND 3579 
IND 3580 
IND 3581 
IN0 3582 

Rosemarle Sawdon 
A], John Jordan Ty B Cariy Eccles 
Larry 8 Clndy Unvllle 
Christopher M. Siinnetta 
Aubrey Neas 
Laurie and Leonard Adln 
Phyllls M. Dewson 
R. Lynn Browder 
Rkkey Shortt 
John D. Doyle, Jr. 
Jlll Harwr Sease 
Karen Waldren 
C. Kunkel 
Sykla Siaukavloh 
Howerd Sturgeon 
Joe Malloy 
Ellzabath Travls 
Thoma-a Sowen 
Homer W. Wkcher 
David Slskind 
Debby Thoma 
Ron Boyd 
Frederlck E. Rose 
Del McNeeW 
Robert B. Turk 
James Troy 
Dan Miles 
Ellzebeth I Vander Berg 
Mr. and Mrs. E. R. Lamb 
Ralph Benton 
N A. Fitrpatrick 
R HoHHogan 
James E. Grobowskl 
Joan Chapman 
Charles H. Hartman 
Andrew Nimmo 
Roger L Sherman 
Mark. M. Lloyd 
J. Bryan Wlbberley 
Thomes E. Flora, Sr. 
Elmer E Hatcher 
Tom Evans 
Terrl lkard 
K A. Toombs 
Marjorie GrWih 
N. Haynle 8 Sarah E. Kabler 
Crickdl Hammond 
Marshall Brooks 
Michael L. Lee 
Irv Gupton 
Mary Jane A. 8 J. B Llnker 
Arnold Scott 
James Foley 
Gordon JeWrles 
Clinton Hendey 
Willlam Smith 
Melvin D. Jones 
Larry Lswless 
J W. Belcher 
Albert L. Lance 
(illegible 1st Name) Grmih 

IND 
IN0 
IN0 
IND 
LND 
IN0 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IN0 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IN0 
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3583 
3584 
3585 
3588 
3587 
3588 
3589 
9581 
5593 
3594 
3595 
3598 
9587 
9568 
3589 
38w 
3801 
3602 
3603 
3w4 
3606 
3607 
36M) 
3610 
3613 
361 4 
361 5 
361 6 
361 9 
3620 
2621 
36p 
3623 
3624 
3625 
3826 
3627 
3628 
3629 
3632 
3633 
3634 
3635 
3636 
3638 
3639 
3640 
3641 
3642 
3644 
s64J 
3646 
3647 
3648 
3649 
3650 
3651 
3652 
3653 
3654 
3655 

Wlnmon Aldermon 
M. D. Skenon 
Garlend Coohran 
A L. Skekon 
JmesA GorCDn 
R. ClMord Belcher 
Clmord A. Bowman 
Mary Lou Speckheuer 
Betry Treuey 
Mloheel Jamlson 
Sammy L, Stewart 
Sammy L Stewart 
Kenneth K Patrlck 
E. F. Frlese 
AnthonyB Bolen 
George Roger Clark, 111 
Charlie SmHhers 
John K Sheldon 
Wayne Finch 
Ellzabeth L. Neil1 
Bill and Seliy Mlller 
Laura Bliss 
Richard D. Jacques 
John P Newmarker 
Roger Devter 
Lany W. George, Attorney-At-Law 
Nina PfeMer 
Peter Roblnson 
Krlsten A. Clarrocchl 
Gilllam Klrkpatrick 
Robert M. Gerrlson 
Mr. Louis Makey 
David Copley 
Emmin Clark 
Ed Page 
Roy E St. John, Jr. 
Kenneth A Glbbs 
Jlm McAvoy 
I(rlstln B Peckman 
Dave Patrick 
Nat Mawby 
Joseph P. Brlggs 
Ronald R Knlpling 
Max Kendall 
Oavld A. Clark 
James C. Campbell 
Eric Seaborg 
Sam B Dora Lee Elllngton 
L Guy 
Andrew Woody 
Marie E. Tyree 
P. Albrlght 
Jean E Hiatt 
Michael C. Cundfl 
Wllliam D Rice 
Robert E Wallace 
Dlane Goodhart 
Melinda L. McCanlel 
Donald R Nulpy 
Norman E. Beam 
Erik W. Robeler 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IN0 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3656 
3657 
3658 
3659 
3560 
3661 
36M 
3663 
3666 
3667 
3670 
3671 
3672 
3674 
3675 
3676 

3677 
3678 
3679 
3680 
3681 
3662 
3685 
3687 
3688 
3689 
3690 
3691 
3692 
3693 
3694 
3695 
3696 
3697 
3698 
3699 
37w 
3701 
3702 
3703 
3704 
3706 
3707 
3708 
3709 
371 2 
3713 
3715 
3716 
3717 
3718 
3719 
37m 
3723 
3724 
3725 
3726 
3727 
3729 
3731 

Tom Phillips 
David B Spears 
Bert Caul 
Mary 8 Harry Bennett 
Dennis Audn 
Tammy Browning 
Arlene B Green 
Teresa Taylor 
Thomss 0. Black 
Juanita Roe 
William h u m  
George Wetrel 
Roy D Zangarl 
Mo Duncan 
Gary Leggett 
Frederick, Margaret, Dr. Carmen 
Rexrode 
Kimberly Richardson 
Patricia Mankin 
John T. Deacon 
Mary Le Grand 
L Craig Cerr 
Preston L Leitch 
Stephanie A Michaels 
Kathleen Fovargue 
W. L Wllsher 
Mark Hollberg 
Marilyn Peters 
Joseph P. Morra 
Brian Blankenshlp 
James Johnson 
RobertG Mason 
Anthony L Blow 
Duncan Fairlie 
William Aypen 
Charles D. Engle 
Barbara Rebert 
Daniel Lam 
Kelly Hutcheson 
David Gr.Mifihs 
Jane Coleman 
Harold G Snead 
Pennle & Dennis Dunham 
Humphrey Moynihan 
Charles W. Perdue 
Gene Gendersen 
Neal D. Emerald 
Michael L McGlothlin 
Phillip V Bagdon 
Philip Scott Park 
Dennis C. Vincent 
W E. Berthrong 
Harmonson J. Floyd, Jr. 
Patrick Vaccarino 
Mary M. Bechiold 
David A West 
Robert Richards 
Steven &Wendy Richards 
Robert U Egbert 
John C Barber 
Tad Eareokson 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3732 
3733 
3734 
3735 
3736 
3737 
3738 
3739 
3740 
3741 
3744 
3745 
3746 
3746 
3749 
3752 
3753 
3755 
3756 
3757 
3761 
3762 
3763 
3764 
3768 
3768 
3769 
3772 
3774 
3775 
3777 
3778 
3779 
3780 
3781 
3782 
3783 
3764 
3785 
3786 
3787 
3786 
3789 
3792 
3793 
3794 
3795 
3796 
3797 
3798 
3798 
38w 
3801 
38M 
3803 
3804 
3806 
3807 
3808 
3809 
3810 

A Wayne &Teresa Allen 
Peter and Leslie Mehring 
Miles Hartman 
Richard L Seeman 
John H. Woolwine 
Steve Bond 
Anne Eowles 
Kenneth Edlund 
William Wenihe 
Bill & Helen Braunworth 
Martin P. Albert, M D 
Brenda M Jeffries 
Ed Allen 
Mike L Mays 
James Gormy 
Robert J Gregorio 
Frank T Chesson 
Don L Long 
Vaughen Webb 
Sieven C Wilson 
Jim Hutchings 
Robert U Schlawin 
Stefan Bechtel 
Dan E. French 
Katherine Anne Rolph 
Larty Barb 
Michael Benton 
Walter A Berg 
Eldon R Plaugher 
Dosie Breeden 
Fran Genovese 
Jay Shutte 
Leona M Some 
Jerry Wilson 
Lewis G Nichols 
Dana Clark 
Petltion 
Peter M Schumann 
Bob Peckman 
Charles J. Parry 
Kenneth E. Graybill 
Mr. & MIS William A Blaner 
Charles F Hudson 
Donald L. Champion 
Frank V Shewood 
Robert B Szablinski 
Dawne R Trainer 
Sharon Whttlock 
Nancy 8 Robert Roig 
David M Andrews 
Jefferson M Bean 
Helen Y Scon 
Wanda B Henwood 
Kirk Lunsford 
Frank Davidson 
William S Hartless 
Dan Fadely 
Harold Silcatt 
David L Posca 
Shelly Zoumbarls 
Kelth M Light 
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IND 381 1 
IND 381 2 
IND 381 4 
IND 381 6 
IND 3817 
IND 381 8 
IND 3819 
IND 3820 
IND 3821 
IND 3822 
IND 3824 
IND 3825 
IND 382e 
IND 3827 
IND 3826 
IND 3830 
IND 3832 
IND 3833 
IND 3834 
IND 3835 
IND 3836 
IND 3837 
IND 3839 
IND 3840 
IND 3841 
IND 3843 
IND 3844 
IND 3845 
IND 3846 
IND 3847 
IND 3849 
IND 3850 
IND 3851 
IND 3852 
IND 3853 
IND 3854 
IND 3855 
IND 3856 
IND 3857 
IND 3858 
IND 3859 
IND 3860 
IND 3861 
IND 3862 
IND 3863 
IND 3864 
IND 3865 
IND 3866 
IND 3867 
IND 3868 
IND 3869 
IND 3870 
IND 3871 
IND 3872 
IND 3873 
IND 3874 
IND 3875 
IND 3876 
IND 3877 
IND 3878 
IND 3879 

Allen Belden, Jr 
Christopher Bailey 
Heather D Newmarker 
Margie Jeffries 
Bob Rice 
Austin Mantz, Jr. 
J E Raynor 
David W. Glileepie 
John Rlohard Ale 
Joseph L Lehnen 
Cuds Seltzer 
Bennett H. Beach 
Qlen Flanagan 
Jane Fellows 
David E. Larch 
Susan 'Butch' Henley 
LyndaV Houck 
Edward 8. Wright 
Cindy Denchfield 
Mark Hemg 
Laura Lyons 
Thomas Rooney 
William 8 Elizabeth Lamson 
J Dana McCarron 
Waiter W. Daggett 
ZettaM Campbell 
Christy Huddle 
Lloyd Sumner 
Ethan Shenkman 
Jeme6 & Dianne Rusnak 
Manhew C. Allen 
Francis Racette 
Marilyn H o ~ a t h  
Mrs. Julie C Blunt 
John M Yeago 
Norria Q Eruke 
Daniel P Small 
J. Michael & Royce Oxley 
David Dagenhart, Jr. 
Jeanne Darling 
KimberlyM Jones 
Jams  D Terry 
Sam Patten 
Paul Bourdon 
Eleanor J. Marshall 
Charley W. Banks 
David L Posca 
Robert A. Couiter 
Kenneth A Scott 
Richard S Oiseth 
Dennis T Conroy 
Robert J SoHess 
Dr Holden Dlreskendi 
L. Ryan Hodge6 
Douglas Avery 
W. C. Bowling 
Bennle N Shaver 
Gordon Avery 
Basil H Tenney 
Randy Fasler 
Cecil Holler, Jr. 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
N D  
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

IND 
IND 
1ND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

1-67 

3880 
3881 
3882 
3883 
3884 
3885 
3888 
3888 
3889 
3890 
389e 
3893 
3894 
3845 
3898 
3897 
3898 
3899 
3900 
3902 
3903 
3905 
3906 
3907 
3908 
391 0 
391 1 
3914 
3916 
3916 
3919 
3920 
3921 
3922 
3923 
3924 
3925 
3928 
3927 
3928 
9929 
3930 
3931 
3932 
3935 
3938 
3942 
3944 

3948 
3949 
3950 
3951 
3954 
3955 
3956 
3958 
3959 
3960 
3961 
3965 

William J. Brill 
Tommy Jamerson 
Michael D Brewer 
John B Smnh 
Myra G. Karacofe 
Howard Carhvrlght 
John M Sibold 
Mlles Hartman 
Kenneth R Rexrode 
J. R. Dkon 
Mane M. Muller 
R Timothy R Romett 
Jonathan L. Thoma 
Myrtle Conner 
Dr. R Bradley Pierce 
W. Alex Sasamoto 
Sue F Lee 
William L Adams 
Ginger Sanderson 
David L Bowers 
Chrlsiopher 0 Gelliug 
Phyllis Shutte 
Jack Albrlght 
H. Marshall Jarrett 
Mr Johns Meckley 
Phillip Hanood 
Seth Heminway 
Charles C Hooks, Jr 
Thomas W Woodward 
Clyde K Venable 
JamesM Hoye 
Mr 8 Mrs Eugene Meakins 
Elhsbeth H Belcher 
Dennis Hendricks 
Brian D Shirley 
Jordan Luke 
Denver Tiller 
Brenton H Staples 
Henty D. Carr 
Doris L Magee 
Ross S. Shearer, Jr 
William S Graybeal 
Dona Davis 
J E 8 Darleen S Martin 
B L Weimer 
Malcolm Cameron, Jr 
Lynn Cameron 
Howard McClanahan 8 Donald 
Cook 
Sharon L Cooper 
Richard A Harris, Jr 
Scott H. Wingfield 
William 8. Lelchier 
Melvln J Bunh, Jr. 
S L Spradlin, Jr 
Gary G Youngblood 
John B Kulslad 
William N Gordge, M.D. 
Calvin Harris 

StevenA Rapp 
Charles E. SUllNan 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

, IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

3968 
39m 
3970 
3971 
3972 
3973 
3974 
3975 
3976 
3977 
3976 
3979 
3980 
3983 
3984 
3985 
3986 
3987 
3989 
3990 
3991 
3992 
3993 
3994 
3995 
3s9 
3999 
4ow 
4 w 1  
4w2 
4004 
4w5 
4w6 
4007 
4008 
4cQ9 
401 1 
4 0 4  4 
401 5 
401 8 
401 9 
mi 
4022 
4023 
m 4  
-5 
402s 
4020 
4029 
4030 
4031 
4032 
4033 
4034 
4039 
4040 
4041 
4042 
4043 
4044 
4045 

Alan Lane 
Robert J Shura 
Richard Buzard, Jr. 
James C Clark 
L d e r  L Campbell 
Stephen Brawn 
Rlchard D Paminger 
Jamas M. &ne 
A. R. Schroeder 
Michael OBrlen 
Kenneih J Roberts 
James Earl Kennamer 
Karen C Wdtig 
Petiion 
David James 
Ellzabelh Hulchinson 
John D Hutchlnson 
Jesse Jones 
Jackie Taylor 
Greg Harris 
W. R Garland 
Richard L Clark 
Rick Webb 
Danlel N. Jack 
Patrick Donnelly 
Julie Engsberg 
T H. Watkins 
Nlcky Staunton 
John R Sweat 
E. W. Irving. Jr 
Brian Knox 
RobertD Forster 
Donald E b i r d  
J D Brackannch 
Jonathan E. Parker 
Edward T Walter6 
Thomas M 8” 
Stuart and Joan Wh&e 
Dolly vow 
RobertJ Lowe 
W. Raleigh Novak 
Frank Watson 
W Edward Hopkins, 111 
Benjamin T King 
Thomas M. Schofield 
ErlcD Hoover 
Mickey Delke 
Oscar F. Baxter, N 
Kurt R Weis 
Michael Ballinger 
Dr. Qeo. Delke 
Michael W Slimak 
Thomas F Wieboldt 
David Zimmerman 
Cynthia SuIton 
Sherman Bamford 
George Waxter 
S R Gochenour 
Patricia OConnell 
M L Howley 
Maifourd W. Trumbo 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 

IND 4047 
IND 4048 
IND 4049 
IND 4050 
IND 4051 
IND 4059 
IND 4055 
IND 4056 
IND 4058 
IND 4059 
IND 4060 
IND 4061 
IND 4062 
IND 4063 
IND 4m4 
IND 4065 
IND 4087 
IND 4068 
IND 4069 
IND 4070 
IND 4071 
IND 4072 
IND 4073 
IND 4074 
IND 4075 
IND 4076 

IND 4076 
IND 4079 
IND 4080 
IND 4081 
IND 4082 
IND 4083 
IND 4084 
IND 406s 
IND 4086 
IND 4087 
IND 4088 
IND 4089 
IND 4090 
IND 4091 
IND 4092 
IND 4093 
IND 4094 
IND 4095 
IND 4096 
IND 4097 
IND 4098 
IND 4099 
IND 41 W 
IND 4101 
IND 41M 
IND 4103 
IND 4104 
IND 4105 
IND 4106 
IND 4107 
IND 4108 
IND 4109 
IND 4110 
IND 4111 

IND an 

1 - 6 8  

Warren Frtzgerald 
Ron Brown 
Cecil and Hellen Armstrong 
Mark Kelsey 
I rmaC Merston 
Kerl Krueger 
Awld Christlansen 
John B Tonkins 
Donna E Berg 
Michael S Hoover 
F Eugene Wirwahn 
Christy Henshew 
James S Armentrout 
Chnstopher W Hoover 
Artist Menks 
James D Sution 
J Bradley 
Belly Anne Hoplie 
Sandra Dean 
A J. Pema 
Harry S Mcllvaine 
Joseph R. Martin 
Audrey Dannenberg 
Anlta Thomasson 
Eve Havenon 
Michael Foxx 
JoannG Hew* 
Travis Hew18 
Ernie G. Hew& 
EddieH Hewdt 
D. N Clark 
Terry M Brooks. II 
George Null 
Carla Schnerman 
Patti Driggers 
Nancy McDonald 
Michelle Moiing 
Dorothy Sivlard 
Debbie Sawyer 
Jonathan Wilth 
Ltnda Hatch 
Richard L Hen 
R Payler 
Sandy Greene 
Agnes T Rollins 
Partricla Wade 
Odell S McGuire 
Jean S Sumner 
George M Skinnett 
Franz-Hakr Smith 
Anne Houston 
Shirley Atkinson 
Pat Pratali 
Jessica Bui 
Andrew Schwartz 
Nancy Walker 
James Wilson 
Michele L Smtth 
Rebecca Bier 
Jim Bir 
Thomas W Goodin 



IND 4112 
IND 4113 
IND 4114 
IN 4115 
IND 4116 
IND 4117 
IND 4118 
IND 4119 
IND 41 20 
IND 4121 
IND 41 P 
IND 41 23 
IND 41 24 
IND 41 25 
IND 4126 
IND 4127 
IND 4128 
IND 4129 
IND 41 30 
IND 4131 
IND 4132 
IND 41 33 
IND 41 34 
IND 41 35 
IND 41 36 
IND 41 37 
IND 41 38 
IND 41 39 
IND 41 40 
IND 4141 
IND 41 42 
IND 41 43 
IND 41 44 
IND 41 45 
IND 41 46 
IND 41 47 
IND 41 48 
IND 4149 
IND 4150 
IN0 4151 
IN0 4152 
IND 4153 
IND 4154 
IND 4155 
IND 4156 
IND 4157 
IND 4158 
IND 4159 
IND 4160 
IND 4161 
IND 4162 
IND 41 63 
IND 4164 
IND 4165 
IND 4166 
IND 4167 
IND 4188 
IND 4169 
IND 4170 
IND 4171 
IND 4172 

Maggle Turggle 
Peggy Edwards-Frabell 
Mary Jane Huber 
Leslle Edwards 
Sharon Wojno 
Dawn J Grener 
Louis E. Euklse, Jr. 
Erlok Gregory 
U u  Szatran 
L Morgan Forsee 
Grace Herzcg 
Ellzeth Labega 
Cathy Miller 
Eugenia Aoree 
Donna Lowe 
K J Lwa, Jr 
W. Craig Sew, M 0. 
Jonathan Achllle 
R. Phllp lmin 
Kathlee Maler 
Marc Malik 
Patricia Jaspen Chuse 
John lanier 
Uaeth Labega 
Phillip W. Hammons 
Laurie Awens 
Catherine Miller 
Greg Morrison 
Eliabeth Dernnger 
Angela Hill 
Robert J Derenge 
Carla Ponclroll 
Grace Henong 
Pal Pratall 
Peggy Edwards Frabell 
Mary Jane Huber 
Shirley Atkinson 
Anne Houston 
Tom Kihm 
Greg Tucker 
Ann Monnlg 
Peter Osenton 
Mary Malherne 
Jason Kwok 
Melanle Parks 
Kathy Knight 
Sarah Drain 
Charlotte Venable 
Frank B Shirley Hobbs 
Maitha Manner 
J. M Manner, Jr 
Jean Mauner 
Perry Johnson 
Ingrid Slmanis 
W T Coleman 
Mm F M Cahoon 
Virglnla Jones 
E W. Mays. Jr 
William B Elizabeth Washb 
Nancy Slusser 
H Merrill Pasco 

IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 

,urn IND 
IND 
IND 

4173 
4174 
4175 
4176 
4177 
4178 
41 79 
41 80 
4181 
41 83 
41 84 
41 85 
41 88 
41 87 
41 88 
41 89 

4191 
41s 
41 93 
41 94 
4195 
4196 
41 97 
41 98 
41 99 
4 m  
4201 
4xn 
4293 
4204 
4205 
4206 
4207 
4208 
4209 
4210 
421 I 
4212 
4213 
4214 
421 5 
4216 
4217 
4218 
e 1  
422.3 
424 
4225 
4 m  
4227 
4228 
4229 
4230 
4231 
4232 
4233 
4234 
4235 
4237 
4238 

4180 

Roben M. Bozlc 
Norman Dean 
Paula Nachman 
P&ly Fox 
David F. Robinson 
John Nachman 
Jane Dean 
Kenneth B. Alexander 
Faye Alexander 
Jennifer Williams 
Robert T. Jordan 
Harold and Margaret Cr 
Francls G Haas 
Glnny Shoosult 
Greg Godbey 
No Signature 
Greg Weaver 
Gayle C. Carson 
Mary F. Greenlee 
Ginger Hewer 
Nicole E. Droitsen 
Dan Pearson 
Christ8 Hill 
Wayne C McLaughlln 
Rosemary Boure 
Gerald McKlnney 
Phil Fond 
Michael Petro 
David Orfilth 
Mmhew Greenway 
Lelgh Majer 
Peter D Schaller 
Stephanie Wycoff 
Patrick Holan 
Mark McGlnn 
Lisa Bagby 
M. J Llnn 
Carolyn C Cosgrove 
Ann McCaffrey 
Robert G Humphrey 
Ket Neal 
A. Gilliam 
Ron Bloom 
Ophelia Van Ludwig 
Ron Shlnner 
Steven Sutton 
Lynwood H. Sours 
Jethey Kostelni 
Gary Williams Rlfler 
Curtis Seltzer 
Daniel A Grosch 
Matthew J Blackwood 
0 6. Honell 
Edward Malnland 
Nancy Gilllam 
Dorls Dee1 Hell 
James E Bryant. Jr 
Kay Hanes 
David B Mathlson 
Thomas M Ricker 
Daniel Hicks 

1-69 LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 



IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
IND 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 

LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
LOC 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 

ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 

4239 
4240 
4242 
4243 
4245 
4246 
4247 
4248 
4249 
4252 
4253 
4254 
4255 
4258 
4259 
4262 
4263 
4264 
4266 
4267 
431 1 
167 
744 
935 
938 
1447 
1544 
1636 
1990 

2307 
2334 
2608 
2329 
2387 
2659 
2887 
3540 
3562 
3630 
371 1 
3758 
8 
16 
17 
58 
60 
65 
72 
78 
79 
82 
87 
133 
139 

142 
146 
171 
1 79 
I81 

Phillip D. Coulombe 
Clay Willlamson 
Michael O'Brien 
William P. Scudder, Jr. 
Sue McDonekl 
Charles T. Warren 
George N. Keafe 
Allen Kreger 
SyivlaA Brugh 
Margaret Lindsey 
Donald Walden 
Bob Liebman 
momas J Messenger 
Andrew A. Armano 
Mary & Harry Bennm 
Karen Siberman 
Ronald and Peggy Conky 
Joann M Joseph 
Charles H. Ellis, Ill 
Michael S. Sulton 
Carolyn C Cosgrove 
Macon C. Sammons, Jr 
Gary R Wilson 
William 0. OBrien 
D G Aushn 
Nancy K Hardlng 
Waiter F. Parkins 
Dan E. French 
Clarence Farmer and Macon Sam- 
mons, Jr. 
Randolph J Maupin 
Richard P Coon 
Sneed T Adam 
Stewart E. Shaner 
H D. Carter, Jr 
B Clayton Goodman, Ill 
Stephen R Haines 
Ronald T Malcolm 
Raymond A Booth 
Den E. French 
Claire A Collins 
Patrick J Coffield 
Peter Presion 
James E. Loesel 
James E Loesel 
Kenneth Friend 
Preston Stevens 
Mark Wallner 
James E Loe.6e.l 
James E Loesel 
Frank A Deviney, Jr 
James E Loesel 
James E Loesel 
James Rowan 
Appalachian Forest Management 
Group 
Ernie Dlckenan 
James E Loesel 
M A Jonas 
Larry W George 
R E Hammond 

ORG 
ORQ 
OR0 
OR0 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORB 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORQ 
ORQ 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORO 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORO 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
ORG 

1 87 
188 
131 
27s 
281 
287 
291 
294 
295 
324 
368 
3Bg 
376 
379 
5a) 
730 
795 
853 
857 
940 
958 
959 
960 
961 
962 
989 
990 
1064 
1066 
1067 
1106 
1129 
1144 
1164 
1168 
1265 
1298 
1304 
1338 
1364 
1368 
1401 
1609 
1610 
1615 
1644 
1645 
1660 
1662 
1663 
1675 
1676 
1684 
1844 
le49 
1859 
1 881 
1833 
I884 
1887 
1904 

Ralph E Main, Jr 
James E Loesel 
RobertF Nay 
James E. Loesel 
Raymond C Thomas, Jr. 
Jcdy A. Willoughby-Pesch 
Fred Austin 
Ldt Moore 
Robert Mueller 
Steve Kelliher 
Frank Sauber 
Harry Mollvaine 
Gene Smlthson 
B Jack Warren 
James€ Lossel 
Dan Dessecker 
Dan Miles 
Charles W Poland 
Bev Anderson 
William H Tanger 
Osborne L Wade, Jr 
Chris Boucher 
Jason M Huss 
Clayton W Rhodes 
Kathleen M Rhodes 
David L Hook 
James E. Loesel 
H. J Michaels. Jr. 
Bob Kerns 
Charles D Pierce 
Russell W Watkins 
SusanA Hess 
Mike Stone 
Eric J Lundquist, Esq 
Julie Davis 
Donald E Buckland 
Bernard C Zlomek 
Charles F Finley, Jr. 
Carey M. Copeland 
Tom Balas 
Faye C. Cooper 
Mike Roebuck 
Glenn M Birch 
E W Lautenschlager 
Paul M Hendrlcks, M D. 
James E Loesel 
James E. Loesel 
Ronald Seiss 
David Horton 
Loretta D Reeves 
Donald L Dorrier 
Jane Melbourne 
Angelica Heath 
Steven S McCauley 
Sarah Faulconer 
Autumn Bell 
Leroy Cochran 
Craig Melby 
Pete Givan 
Mary W Smth 
Ron Mulinex 

LIST OF COMMENTERS BY AFFILIATION CODE 1-70 



ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORQ 
ORQ 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 

ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 

ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 

1906 
2031 
2088 
21 58 
21 80 
p29 
2234 
2238 
224 
2251 
2252 
2349 
2350 
2352 
2354 
2359 
2455 
2476 
2531 
2542 
2543 
2579 
2609 
261 3 
2622 
2628 
2629 
,836 
2664 
2709 
2755 

2821 
2 8 p  
2823 
2824 
2887 
2890 
2935 
3124 
3164 
3506 
3537 
3547 
3567 
3590 
3M)5 
3631 
3637 
3665 
3669 
3705 
3710 

3742 
3743 
3750 
3751 
3770 
3771 
3776 

Steve Bridge 
Richard Q Ephgrave 
Ed Pearson 
Sandra Thomp&an 
Harvey Ferris 
Norman J Sykora 
William Hughes 
Kenneth E. Stevens 
Willlam C. Young 
Ken 8 Oeorgle Shufran 
Alton H. Davis 
Stanley W. Thomas 
Kim Repp 
Ed Foley 
Eric C. Bocci 
Dennis Harbln 

Doug Nelson 
G. Wayne Martin 
S. L. Spradlin. Jr 
Jeff Devol 
Emmen S Grogan 
Neil D. Emerald 
David Simon 
Sam Ripley 
James E. Loesel 
Preston Stevens 
James E Loesel 
Bert Caul 
David J Helser 
Sarah Faulconer and Lynn 
Cameron 
Rosene Tippen 
James D. Bailey 
Pat Loving, Jr. 
James E Loesel 
Rick Eonifant 
James Farmer 
Cawel Blair 
George Dephe 
Dennis M. Campbell 
Gregory A Stull 
Michael A Francis 
John P Cone, Jr 
Walt Bradshaw 
Cas Marszal 
James M Whltney. Jr. 
Steve Laeman 
Benny Southall 
Nicb Staunton 
Scott and Virginia Shackelford 
Josephine F De Give 
F Kald Benfield 8 Robbln S 
Marks 
James E Loesel 
h n d y  Bush 
Michael Roebuck 
Vlrgll R Groves 
Charles 1. Cushwa 
William J Floyd 
S. L. Spradlin, Jr 

s u m  Barry 

1-71 

ORG 
ORQ 
ORQ 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
OR0 
ORQ 
OR0 
ORQ 
ORQ 
ORG 
O W  
OR0 
ORQ 
ORQ 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
OR0 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORG 
ORQ 
ORG 
OR0 
ORG 
ORG 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
?J 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 

3829 
3838 
3848 
3887 
3901 
3933 
3934 
3996 
3937 
3939 
s940 
3941 
3943 
3945 
3946 
3947 
3953 
3957 
3662 
3963 
3964 
3966 
3981 
3988 
3997 
39% 
401 0 
401 2 
4013 
4027 
4035 
4036 
4046 
4052 
4057 
4066 
4219 
4220 
4241 
4244 
4250 
4251 
175 
325 
851 
862 
941 
985 
1342 
1424 
1449 
1555 
1658 
1836 
a18 
2333 
2533 
2M3 
2634 
2635 
2870 

Susan A Henley 
Sylvia Brugh 
Daniel M Downey 
John Fallfield 
Philip J Rossano 
M A. Jones 
Curtis I. Taylor 
James E Loesel 
James E Loesal 
DanlelB Deeds 
David E Steffen 
David N. St&ell 
Lou Schmidt 
William L. Hardbarger 
James E. Loesel 
Judith B Williams 
Cecil L Boggs. Jr 
John 6. Bazuln, Jr. 
Lee Bowen 
James E. Loesel 
James E Loesel 
Hal Cantrill 
Steven Krichbaum 
Wayne D lverson 
Michael L. Llpford 
Jack Reeder 
Nelson Lewis 
Donald H White 
Gary Marr 
Theresa A Duffey 
Adena Cook 
Ben Turley 
James Earl Kennamer, Ph D. 
Cynthia L Rinker 
James E Loesel 
Joseph C. Mitchell, Ph D 
James E Loesel 
James E Loesel 
Mark L Shaffer 
Carol Jensen 
Andy Mahler 
Carl R Fischer 
KermrtD Reel 
William H Gillesple 
David G Lllly 
James R Hays 
Cleve Benedlct 
R Creigh Deeds 
Herbert W Taylor 
Carl E Gainer 
Roy S. Sltes, Ph 0. 
Watklns M Abbm, Jr. 
Roben D. Whlpkey 
H Bryan Mltchell 
Joseph C. Kelley 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

BIODIVERSITY: Natural Values of the George WaehlnNon Nallonal F o r d  

Letter 4001 Management strategies for tha Forest should emphaslze regeneralton of the natural blodwersity of the original 
forest and low-Impact reoraahon opprtunkes High-Impactor intrusive uses. whether economic or recreahonal, 
should be severely restricted 

Lener 4050 

Response 

Lener TI 

Letter 132 

Letter ms 

Letter 2oM) 

Letter 3568 

Lener 3850 

ResDonse 

Native blodiversrly and increasing the total intact natural habitat must be the ultimate goal of the plan for the 
'First Fore* for the next hundred years 

The American public want and need a wide variety of uses, values, products and conditions from the Forest 
By only limiting the goal of the Revised Plan to 'native biodiversrly and increasing the total intact natural habitar, 
the Forest Service would be denying the opportunity to provide other legitimate multiple uses 

Commodrly extraction must take a back seat to conservation biology at this late date 

I strongly endorse a forest plan based on conservation biology This methodology is the only one whlch will 
preserve the forest 

Timbering should be for above purposes only [diversity, plants & animals] 

Biodiversity must be the trump suit in all management considerations 

We most certainly need more emphasis on the natural products of the GW. 

il disturbs me that the preferred Alternative for adoption as the new Forest Plan lacks essential protection for so 
precious an ecosystem 

The Forest Service will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals speclfied in the Revised Plan 
Eoosystem management Is the means l o  an end. R is not the end itself The Forest Service does not manage 
ecosystems lust for the sake of managing them or for some notion of Intrinsic ecosystem values They are 
managed for specdie purposes such as producing. restoring, or sustaining certain ecological condttions, 
desired resource uses and products. vital environmental services. and aesthetic cultural or spiritual values For 
the Forest Service. ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses, products or 
services in ways that also sustain the diversrly and productiviiy of ecosystems 

This is nerther product-onented bias nor a natureoriented bias In some places, the emphasis is on ecological 
conditions and environmental services In others. It Is on resource products and uses Overall. the mandate is 
to protect environmental qualiiy while also producing on a sustainable basis, resources that people need 

Letter 143 Alternative 3 would enable literally millions of citizens in the Washington, DC and Baltimore metropolitan areas 
to observe climax forest condltions without travelling a great distance 

This oppomnity IS afforded on the Shenandoah National Park Additionally, the fourteen alternatives offer 
differing amounts of climax forest conditions in Management Areas 1,2,3,4, 5,6, 8,9, 12, 13, 19 and 21 and 
also on lands unsuitable for timber production in other management araas 

Response 
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Letter 1546 Should everybody's clamorlng be glven equal weight? ShouldnYthe Forest examine what unique needs H Is 
able IofuHlll and just concentrate onthoseinstead ofstrelchingitselfin40directionstrylngto be all to everyone? 
Forests ere found mostly on private lands that the govt has no power to preserve SolRude and unbroken 
habitat ere Increasingly scarce in this world. 

The Forest Service preferred anernalive is designed to manage the Forest to accomplish muibpie use manage. 
ment The lssues and concerns of individuals. agencies and organizations are used to help determine the 
approprlate mixture of uses, services, products and condltions that will be offered These concerns, however, 
have to be balanced against agency policies and the abillty of the Forest to provlde desired muHiple uses while 
maintaining the diversity and sustainabillty of ecosystems. 

The assertion inthevegetationseolion of the EIS (page3-114) that logging in high slte indexforesttypes would 
enable understory plant communties to maintain dlverslty needs explanation. Research on wildflower commu- 
nlties in cove hardwood forests in the Southern Appalachians indicates quitethe opposlte effect, especially from 
even-aged management Research sponsored by the Forest Service in western North Carolina has recently 
documented that even-aged timber management Is causing chronic, long-term declines in salamander popule- 
tions throughout the Appalachians Evidence to support the claim that logging promotes understory diversity, 
should be cited or the statement should be modified or deleted. 

The statement has been modified Refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

We mustsst aside moreacreageforwildlife,toproteotthe biodiversltyofthepark.. Iseealackof efforttoreally 
preserve a good part of the forest for wiidlfe refuges and the unique biodiverslty that GWNF encompasses. 

I am concerned for the safety of the George Washington National Forest I am against nowmotor recreational 
vehicles in this area destroying the park I wish to prolecl fish. birds, and other wildlife and wlsh to minimize 
timber destruction These areas should remain as untouched as possible 

I wish to express my strong feelings against any culling of trees, etc , in any of our national parks - specifically 
the lovely GW National Park I think the park should be left in the natural state. 

The George Washington NF is part ofthe National Forest Service System In the US Department of Agriculture 
and is not a National Perk administered by the US Department of Interior National Forests are managed to 
provide for muitiplo uses including wildlife and biodiverslty. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Revised Forest Pian 

Response 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Letter 869 

Letter 1065 

Letter 1 165 

Response 

Letter 131 0 

Response 

We don no have many large tracts of unbroken and uncutforested land left in the eastern US except in places 
like the GWNF Therefore we need to maintain these large, unbroken, uncuttractsofforested landthat overlime 
are sure to yield far more benefrts when used for recreation, wildlife, watershed protection and maintaining 
biological diverslty than the alleged short-time benefiis received from timber sales 

AHhough the Forest service recognlzes that the American public want and need a wider array of uses, vaiues, 
products. and condltions than in the past, management of the Forest must remaln in the context of maximlzlng 
net public benefrts. Simply maintaining large, unbroken and uncut tracts of forested land over time will not 
accommodate this legal mandate. 

Letter 933 

Letter 1642 

Letter 181 6 

The forest must be managed to protect biological and recreational values 

As much as possible the forest should be left in its natural state. Many species of game and other forest animals 
require a stand of hardwood timber end the fallen or dead hardwood. 

Place preservation and enhancement of biological diversity first among all the competing demands on the 
GWNF 
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Letter 2327 

Letter 2536 

Letter 2613 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3894 

Response 

Letter 1809 

Letter 2347 

Response 

Species diversity be preserved 

Protecting biological diversity and wlldlHe habitat - needs of the state, region, nation, that will not be provided 
for on private land [should be] concentrsted on public lands In the light of the global environmental ccndltion 
k's time to eliminate logging on the George Washington Natlonal Forest 

The Plan as it stands does not take a broad ecosystem view of both short and long term environmental changes 
which will be broughi about d the draft is adopted. In particular, the fragmentation, preservation and ektenslon 
of wlldltfe migration corridors, and preservation and expansion of large wilderness reserves where natural 
processes can conhnue unabated cn a large enough scale to be biologically meaningful The draft plan's 
concern wlth biological diversily seems to be limlted la listed rare, threatened, or endangered species 

The percentages of lend allocated to each of the habitat types should be determined by the ecologists and 
biologists on the forest 

Preserving biological values Is the highest priority to be considered when managing the GWNF If. after the 
biological values are protected and preserved. natural resource8 (such as timber) are needed in quantities 
larger than can be provided by the GWNF, these additional natural resources should be generated from 
privately owned lands, 

The Forest, by law, will be managed to provide for the uses, services, and conditions desired by the public 
While doing so it will maintain viable populations of all native and desirable non-native plants and animals 
during the implementation of all projects Coupled with this maintenance will be the restoration cf natural 
communities and populations of plant and animal species This work will be carried out by a wide variety of 
specialists who are part of the Forest Service staff and will Include biologists, botanists, and ecologists among 
many others. 

Maximize the NATURE of the forest, that Is, the protection of tts many wilderness areas, and the accompanying 
animal. waterfowl, and bird populations, as well as lls forests and streams 

A sensible plan would acknowledge the fact that the OW Is an ecosystem under severe stress. R would provide 
forthe preservation of the forest's biodivershy and work to restore areas damaged by exploitation and over-use. 

The Forest Service preferred alternative includes standards and funding for the revegetation of disturbed areas, 
the closing and revegetation of system and nonaystem roads which are causing environmental damage, plus 
the control of erasion from man-caused activities The restoration of natural communiw structure and function- 
ing plus the restoration of plant and animal populations is included In the standards and funding for the 
recovery of threatened, endangered. and sensitive species Additional standards and funding for management 
considered restoration and maintenance is found under wildllfe and fisheries All designated wildernesses are 
protected under all alternatives. 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 10 

Letter 3601 

Letter 3705 

Prepare detailed plans for the restoration and protection of all natural community types and landscape types 
In the GWNF 

The preparation of implemeniaticn schedules and project plans IS an ongoing advhy These will depend on 
research and inventory to be done on the Forest as cutlined In Chapter 4 and 5 of the Revised Plan 

I am in support of the managing of unique areas for natural values 

Large areas should be set aside for the natural growth of flora and fauna 

Greater attention must be paid to management of the forest for biodiverslty A divershy of habitats must be 
Drovided to meet the needs and wide selection of flora and fauna The establishment cf special biolcaical areas 
io protect the habitat of rare, threatened and endangered species is a good element in this plan -Emphasis 
should be placed on providing habitat not generally found on private land and on habitats for non game 
species 
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Letter 3840 Biological philosophy of Alternative X8 needs to be signrficantfy strengthened to underline biological diverslty 
concern. Drovldina habbt woes not available on Drivate lands In local areas All Droiects should be driven bv 

Response 

Letter 57 

Letter 134 

Letter 738 

Letter 885 

Letter 1 170 

Letter 1252 

Letter 1292 

Letter 1816 

Letter 1884 

Letter 3933 

Letter 35% 

Letter 3981 

Response 

- .. . .  
this concept 

The Forest Service recognizesthe need to manage unique natural communities and occurrences of threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive (TES) species with separate management areas and specdic standards The p r s  
ferred aiternative includes Management Area 4, contains speclal Interest arean with biological values. Specific 
common etandards are also included for cave8 and TES epeelea In many cases, these communities and 
species are not found on private land and the Forest Servicewelcomes the opportunity to manage and maintain 
these unique elements of biodiversity on public lands for the benefit of all people. These Biological Areas 
provide a solid foundation for maintaining blologlcal diversty on the Forest and will be managed for that 
purpose. 

Try to keep the diverslty. 

U S. Forest Service Aiternative 8 fails to recognize the principles of conservation biology. the values of unfrag- 
mented habitat, old growth and natiie blodiverslty 

Maintain our forest's biological diversty. peacefulness, and beauty 

NF's should be homes forthe most possible diversity of healthy populations of nattve plants and cntters (Forests 
in different stages of growth: open areas maintained, etc.) 

The encouraging aspect of plan 8 is the biodiversity focus. We need to see more of this 

An. 8 does not promote true, native biodiverslty but rather the false. common diversity of weeds and animals 
that resuit from the disturbances of clearcutting and wildllfe habitat mgt practices. 

NetNe biodiversity is being replaced by artificial tree farming Numerous bird species no longer find a home 
through much of their historical range, including the GWNF Most at risk are ne-tropic warblers. Researchers 
have concluded their decline stems from 10s of habitat and habltat fragmentation. The result of logging 
operations 

I find the current draft version of the mgt plan sorely deficient. There is Insufficient protection offered for current 
roadiess areas to remain wild Preservation of biological diverslty necessitates setting aside more and larger 
tracts of land to be preserved in a wild slate. Serious effort needs to be devoted to provide for corridors of 
wilderness connecting larger tracts to allow forthe easy migration of wildllfe from one tract to another. i see no 
direction in the plan to achieve this 

The present drait fails to addresa adequately true biodiversity. 

Biodiverslty was treated like a special interest group instead of the dominant factor. 

Aiternative 8 will destine the Forest to fundamental changes in the diversity of its biotic community and, in 
decades to come, result in far fewer species of trees. other plants, and wildlife species than are present today 

Sustaining biodiverslty must be a major goal of the new forest plan This biodiversity concept must be based 
on native fauna and floral integrity, not some commercially desirable goal of timber age classes and stand 
compositions 

Maintaining the biological diversity on the Forest is a mqor goal of lhe Revised Plan Biological diversity. or 
biodiversity, Is the variety of life and its many processes In an area Depending on scale It can be viewed as 
the maintenance of the variety of genes, species, biological communities. or ecosystems of particular areas. 

The Forest Service views the conservation of biodiverslty as a muitiplsuse Issue, not simply a land preservation 
scheme. Management actions are designed and implemented which conserve specific eiements of biodiverslty. 
Efforts will Increase in developing knowledge, Implementing conservation measures, and demonstrating land 
and resource management approaches that conserve blodiverslty as an Integral pan of sustaining overall 
multipleuse obiectives while achieving a desired future condltion These efforts will be based in large part on 
the science of conservation biology including the principles of island biogeography, population biology, and 
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ecosystem functioning. Cumuiatlve effects resutling from landscape fragmentation and water runoff are ana- 
lyzed and monltored as part of prolect implementation. 

Fulther explandon of how the Revised Pian provldesfor blodlvenny is provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 
- BIODIVERSITY.' Chapter 3 of the FElS contains InformaUon on blodiversky and how It is affected bv the 
various alternatives. 

Letter 1072 

Letter 2613 

Letter 3537 

Letter 5665 

Letter 3840 

Letter 39~1 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Think about how you are affecting things on a regional scale, including Shenandoah National Park. 

All actlone considered on QWNF lands should be carefully analyzed by a team of conaervatlon blologlsts with 
a view to the long term consequences of proposals on ecological Integrity of Shenandoah National Park and 
the surroundlng bio-region. Consideratlons should be based on a landscape perspective wlth aviewta trends 
on private lands In the region. This team should be composed of biologlstsfrom the Forest Service, the National 
Park Service, and the Environmental Protection Agency wHh a mechanism for input from experts in private 
organizations and academia. 

The landscape level of blological diversity should be a major concern for the QW. Plannlng for the protection 
of biodiversity should evaluate the type, quality and configuration of habitat in the region surrounding the 
national forest. The GIS technology that is being implemented on the '3W would be an ideal tool to conduct this 
essential analysis The GW could then manage for those habitat conditions that are scarce in the landscape. 

Wildlife corridors are essential. They should be planned and coordinated with Jefferson National Forest, 
Shenandoah National Park, State parks and forests and wIth private landowners to extend north-south and 
east-west. 

The Forest should be managed to prwide a spectrum of habitat types ranging from a 'climax' forest through 
open fields The habItat types would approximate the bear, turkey, and grouse management areas but would 
emphasize a full range of biodivarsky both plant and animal including such things as fungus that may not be 
evident on the forest because habitat type is not advanced sufficiently Signlfioant attention needs to be g!ven 
private lands adjacent to the forest How they are managed and how they fill a certain niche In that area 
rendering duplication of that habltat type In the adjacent forest possibly not necessary 

Begin to conslder long-term contingency planning for influences beyond Forest boundaries, such as changing 
regional land patterns and the possible effects of climate change. As a minimum practice, identification of these 
influences on the forest ecosystem is necessary to better inform the short-term decisions of the layear plans 

With other agencies, public and prlvate, prepare a detailed report and set of maps on landscape patterns in the 
GW and associated private and publlc lands (include the Monongahela and Jefferson NFs) Use this information 
as a guide for the regional restoration and protection of core habltats and corridors 

The Forest Service recognizes the need for regional landscape planning as It relates to biodiversity and will 
cooperate to the fullest extent pcsslbie wlth agencies, groups, and managers of adjacent state and federal 
lands As the Forest Service implements ecosystem management we are inventorying, classlfying, and maming 
ecosystems This information will assist in regional planning and cooperation. 

Letter 171 

Response 

What is the total acreage of MA 4 (excluding Big Levels) and the total acreage of MA t t 9 Do Isolated pockets 
(island biogeography) of 'sensitive species' (or habkats or ecosystems) have high survival rates? Are they 
'viable'? 

The total acreage of special interest areas containing biological areas (excluding Big Levels) is 82,400 acres and 
the total acreage of Management Area 11 is 11 .ooO. It is unknown whether all occurrences of sensitive species 
and unique natural communlties are viable or have high survival rates. Their presence on the Forest would 
indicate that they are viable and have survived in ligM of the drastic habltat alterations which occurred In this 
region during the latter part of the 191h century and eerly 2Mh centuly 
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Letter 2280 

Response 

My strongest wish 1s that you leave the Forest alone 

The Forest Service has found that concern for a 'heaithy' forest involves the question of social, economic and 
environmental values During the public comment period the Forest haa encountered two opposing viewpoints 
on this subject. Many people believe that the Forest is an ecosystem where natural processes should proceed 
with minimal intederence from humans. Many others believe that the Forest is a repositoiy of natural resources 
which need to be developed and used for the benm of mankind. The Forest Service Is moving away from the 
concept that the National Forest need to be managed based prlmarlly on mavlmizing certain natural resource 
producta. This concept 1s being replaced with the realization that the Forest must be managed scientifically to 
best achieve the goals, objectives and future condillcns desired by the American people. 

Lener 3894 Natural timber mortality is not 'waste' (pg. I94 'Addressing Issues') and contributes to maintenance of bioiogi- 
oai values. 

The reference the commenter refere to was a comment made by someone else under the issue of resource 
sustainability in a planning paper titled 'Addressing Iwues and Concerns of the Revision of the LRMP for the 
QWNF.' The Forest Servlce agrees that natural timber moiiaiity Es not a waste and contributes to biological 
values such aa snags, dens, and large woody debris for wildlife habitat plus ecosystem functioning such as 
nutrient cycling. 

Chapter2 01 the Revised Plan, under 'ISSUE 2 - BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES, discusses the salvage policy 
to be followed under the Revised Pian. This point is addressed in that decision. 

ReSDOnSe 

BIODIVERSITY: Converdon 

Letter I46  

Response 

Letter 3710 

Lelter 3710 

Letter 3946 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 1372 

Response 

The pian does not allow for conversion of species. especially to white pine.This represen18 a great improvement 
over the discredited 1988 plan. 

There are sufficient pine forest types to provide habitat diversity, and the expense of conversion made this an 
uneconomical practice. 

NRDC remains opposed to any alteration [conversion] ct natural species composition on the George Washing- 
ton in the absence of thorough analysls and justification, the inconsistency in the new planning documents 
must be reconciled by retaining the approach of the DElS and deleting that of the dran plan with regard to the 
two management areas Hthe planningteam perslsts in pureulng the approach of its proposal, any planned type 
conversion must, at a minimum. 'be justified by an analysis showing biological, economic, sociai and envlron- 
mental design consequences, and the relation of such conversions to the process of natural change.' 36 CFR 
219.27(9). Such an analysis will be required also to suppori any proposed converslon because of gypsy moth 
morteiity 

Eliminate conversion of hardwood stands to pine. 

We support the elimination of conversion to white pine stands 

Pg. 2-174. [Forest Standard] 1004 Add to this standard Mixed pine hardwood and hardwood forest types 
cannot be regenerated aridiciaiiy to white pine. Planting a single species tree is not biological diversity 

The Revised Pian contains a discussion of the conversion policy under 'ISSUE 1 - BIODIVERSITT 

I don't hunt on the National Forest, but keep cutting the big timber and planting pines it won't be nothing but 
pines and nothing for the game to feed on 

The Forest has reduced the amount 01 land suitable for timber production from the 1986 Pian, but has not 
appreciably reduced the amount of lands on which a variety of management practices can occur. Even on most 
of the lands unsuhabie for timber production, other management activiiie6 may take place. The expanded 
wildlde management program provides habitat manipuiatlon in areas where timber quality Is poor, where there 
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areweak marketsfor such products. and/or In remote areas where associated roading costs are extremely high. 
These condriions exist in many portions of the forest, end designating such areas as unsuitable for timber 
production helps avoid below cost timber sales Overall habitat management Increases. compared to Alterna- 
tive 2 (Interim Management), and estimates made for game species' populations do not show declines 

Most roadtess areas retain their roadless etatus. and are contained primarliy wlthin Management Areas 4.9 and 
21, Management for wildlife Is not exoluded. Other management areas such as 14,15,16, and 22 are managed 
primarily for wildlife The values that these areas provlde are detailed In Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan. 

BIODIVERSITY: Old Growth 

Letier 398t 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Lener 3537 

Response 

Letter 892 

Letter 1615 

EIS. 3-135, paragraph 5 ~ There is said to be no quantified old growth objective for Alternative 8 Yet on page 
2-178 of the DLRMP it is stated that at lead 5% of the Forest should be maintained In the 135+ year class. 
Approximately 5% of the forest 1s to be kept in Preservation VQD (the old growlh promoting VQO) under 
Alternative 8 Whare In the DElS Is the rationale for arriving at these quantities revealed? 

We encourage the designation of large acreage of old-growth reserves throughout the forest We oppose the 
limitation of this rare ecosystem to 5% ofthe landbase. and reject the premisethatthis habitat be limited to small 
tracts scattered throughout the landbase. 

The 5% figure was derived from Harris, 1984 as a minimum amount of a national forest's timber acreage which 
should be committed to old growth with surrounding addltional acres in long rotation support stands The 135 
year age figure is the mean of minimum ages whichvarious foresttypes begin to develop old growth cheracter- 
istics The Forest S~NICW agrees that old growth should not be limlted to small tracts scattered throughout the 
Forest. These numbers and the discussion on old growth has been expanded and revisited Please refer to 
Chapter 3, under 'WILDLIFE', and Appendix 4 of the Final EIS and Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 
1 - BlODlVERSW 

To malntain the integrity of old-growth ecosystems, salvage of dead or dying trees should not be permmed 
Even if road access is available, the value of snags and coarse woody debris to the forest ecosystem should 
more than offset the justification to salvage timber or othemise 'improve' forest conditions through logging 
Lands designated unsultable for timber management should not be subject to salvage unless there are 
compelling safety or biodiversty reasons to remove some motialty. 

The contribution that snags and down woody debris make to the integrty of old-growth ecosystems is recog- 
nized Lands designated as unsuitable for ttmber management are not available for salvage unless by doing 
so d helps achieve the desired future condition of the management area or contributes to visltor safety 

The Shenandoah Mountain Range contains the largest concentrations of old growth on the GWNF 

Old Growth This precious and rare resource needs to be defined, identified and prolected in the Plan All 
existing old growth should be preserved and opportunltles sought to increase this resource. 

LBners 2182,2183 
What is needed is undivided tracis of undisturbed old growth, the environment in which most of the Eastern 
Biota originally evolved 

The forest can be managed for even greater blodiversty. partly by protecting existing old growth stands and 
by giving added attention to riparian zones 

The Forest Plan must go further lo ensure that biological diversky is ai least as great as that which would be 
found in a natural forest The Forest Plan must provide for more proteciicn for existing older urowth stands and 
the development of future old growth stands 

Letter 2239 

Letter 2868 

Old Growth 
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Lener 3498 

Letter 3537 

The few areas of true virgin old growth should be guarded f" intrusion with utmost vigilance 

We encourage the designation of large acreage of old-growth resewes throughout the forest However, we 
strongly oppose the limitation of this rare eoosystem to 5% of tha landbase, and reject the premise that this 
habltat be limited to small tracts scaltered through the landbase. 

Old Growth is one of the areas which this Plan does not sufficiently address Define what old growth areas are 
and how many of them we have and, Nnaliy delineate which (other) areas are aging to be allowed to climax into 
these forests. 

Maintain 5% of the Forest In old growth This will not be a problem since over 112 of the Forest Is unsutable 
Do not use sutable lands to do this 

Old growth areas should recewe priority protective management. 

Consider further steps to protect old growth forests and their 'managed' counterparts. 

Old growth protection and development need to be addressed more clearly and whenever possible. lntegratlng 
bits and pieces of existing old stands Into afundonlng old growth corridor throughout the GWNF This corridor 
should link special biological areas and wilderness to ensure gene transfer across the landscape over time 

Letter 3567 

Letter 36M, 

Letter 3665 

Letter 3695 

Letter 3705 

Lener 3733 

Letter 2814 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Lener 3940 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3960 

Letter 4241 

Letter 4241 

Letter 4241 

* the desiredfuturecondition istoretainotdgrowthcharaoteristicsonatleas15percentoftheforesr is adrastic 
understatement 

Allernatwe 8 calls for large areas to be set aside for their old growth values. It does not provide any way to 
protect these areas from Gypsy Moth How long will their old growth value be present when Gypsy Moth kills 
all of the trees? 

These habltattypes should probably occur In some reasonable pattern such as ooncentric circles The mosaic 
panem where all habitattypes occur in some given areawouid make more sense than the Lee District providing 
climax forest and Warm Springs District baing extensively clearcuts 

Old growth lands need to be Identified and mapped Until old growth Is formally identdied the older trees on 
the forest should be protected by incorporation into MA 9, MA 4, MA 13B, MA 2, etc. 

The Drafi Plan does not adequately address old growth concerns We encourage the GWNF to clearly define 
old growth and to slate the long-term goal and management direction for old growth forest stands 

Plan' Page 2-17, Paragraph 1. The definltion of old growth should be biologically-based and old growth sltes 
should be managed wlth their assooiated ecosystems, rather than as ldividual stands. 

I cannot accept Ah 8 One example of why Is there is no definltion of old growth as yet How can you manage 
for something that you don? know what lt is? Older trees do not provide as good mast crops as do younger, 
more vigorous trees And over time, there will be a change to species like maple which have liule value to 
anyone or anything 

The drafi plan should be amended to indicate that the desired future condition for the GW should be 50.75% 
old-growth (pages 2-17 and 4-17). Up lo  75% 01 the GW's landbase should be managed to perpetuate the 
natural disturbance regime associated wlth old-growth forest in this region. 

Development and agriculture have consumed 5% of the timberland between 1977 to 1985 This IS strong 
lustdicatlon for the Revised Plan to emphasize the restoration of old-growth forest condltlons, configured as 
large tracts of forest Interior habltat, on most d not all of lts landbase 

To maintain the integrtly of old-growth ecosystems. salvage of dead or dying trees ahould not be permlitad. 

Response The Revised Plan recognizes the contribution which old growth forests make towards providing for biodiversity 
Old growth characteristics will develop in all forest types. from dty pine dominated wind swept ridgetops to 
mesic riperian and forested wetlands. Some characteristics, or anributes, are speolfic to one or afewtypas while 
others ara generic and occur in all types Analysis of forest types by present age and future age shows that all 
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Letter 3537 

Letter 4241 

Leners 3537,4241 

Response 

LeUer 3537 

forest types naturally occurring In the region will be represented on the Forest 88 old growth in a sire, location, 
and configuraiion which will contribute to landscape conneciivKy and ecosystem sustalnabilttj. 

Existing stands of old growth forests, which are known to be in areas that have not been disturbed by timber 
activities. are In Management Areas 4, 8, 9, and 21 In the preferred aiternative The largest concentration of 
existing old growth forest8 are on Shenandoah Mountaln. 

Lands unsultable for limber production in other management areas will provide addltional acres of old growth 
In future years These acres wlil total more than 2/3 of the Forest 

Management of old growih stands will consist only of those activities which mimic natural disturbances. such 
as prescribed burning, at a frequency under which this may have occurred In a natural regime. Naturalized 
undesirable exotic pest plants end animals will be oontrolled or eliminated to the fullest exient possible while 
malntalning the biological features of the area. Gypsy moth establishment will eifect old growth condiiions in 
some forest types where oak dominates by decreasing the percentage of live oaks in the canopy These will 
become standing and down snags thus contributing to structural diversity and down large woody debris 
accumulatlon. 

Refer to Chapter 3 (under wildlife) of the FEiS and Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan (under 'ISSUE 1 - 
0iODlVERSrrr) for additional lnformatlcn. 

The draft EiS (page AQ indicates that approximately 250,000 acres on the GW oontain stands In excess of to0 
years in age (25% of landbase), and about 85,000 of these acres are at le& 150 years in age (8% of landbase) 
Timber management is proposed for less than 25% of the landbase Consequently, the draft plan should be 
amended lo  indicate that the desired future condition forthe GW should be 5075% old-growth (pages 2-17 and 
4-17). To adequately ensure the maintenance of the ecosystem component of biological diversty, up 1075% of 
the GWs landbase should be managed to perpetuate the natural disturbance regime associated wiih old- 
growth forest In this region 

Table 2-1 of the Revised Plan identtfies 179,677 acres (or 17% of the Fore&) that consists of stands with 'a high 
probabillty of now containing old growth pollcles.' Chapter 2 also contains a discussion of how the ten 'old 
growth forest types' will be managed until a Regional policy Is completed Appendix H of the FElS contains a 
description of these ten old growth forest types 

We recommend that the Forest Sewice rsevaluate Its concepts of the eastern old-growth forest ecosystem. 
There appears to be a basic misunderstanding of the dynamic nature of deciduous old-growth The repeated 
usage oftheterm 'steady state' in thevegetation section of The Aifected Environment (page 3-95 through 5 1  15 
in the draft EIS) Implies that a stable (climex-like) condition will be ableto perpetuate itself indefinitely on a large 
percentage of old-growth stands. Natural disturbances are an unavoidable condition in forest landscapes, 
especially In old-growth ecosysiems. When you factor in the gypsy molh, disturbances to the canopy are 
practically Impossible to avoid Please refer to William H Martin's paper on defining old-growth deciduous 
forests In Restoration of old growth forests in the interior highlands of Arkansas and Oklahoma. proceedings of 
the conference, 1591, available through the Ouachita National Forest 

The Forest Service recognizes that forested ecosystems are dynamic and that old growth forests are not 'stable,' 
'steady,' or *climax' Diiferent forest types are subject to a wide variety of disturbances each wilh 118 own 
frequency The use of the term 'steady state' is inappropriate In this context and has been removed. Refer to 
vegetation section of Chapter 3 of the Final EIS 

The Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) program currently supplies useful evidence about the landscape 
condltlon The 1986 Forest Statistics for the Northern Mountains of Virginia and for the State of Virginia by Mark 
Brown (USDA Forest Service, Resource Bulletins SEB5 and SEW) provide data indicating that the region 
containing the GW 1s composed mostly of early successional forests, with very few stands containing large 
trees Old forest condltions are uncommon statewide. with less than 0 5% of all growing-stock trees greaterthan 
19 inches in diameter, and over 87% under 7 inches D0H There appearsto be very lmle old forest in the region 
or throughout the Stele, and even moderately-sized trees are quite rare 
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Response inlormstion from these references has been incorporated into Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

Letter 3625 There is a conslant demand lor timber including large old growlh trees A standard should be established to 
stop cuUing trees over a cerialn diameter (lor a tree type). Because there is more concern for recreation in 
forests, special natural attractions such as large trees should be preserved 

Old growth, 88 a Mndltion of foresied habkat, will be managed and provided for on an area basis. not single 
trees. Large 1188s which occur In or near recreation areas are recognized for their aesthetic contribution. 

Response 

Letter 4265 

Response 

I prefer a plan for QWNF that would promote lob of wildlife in a climax lorest system 

Lots of wiidille will not be provided for in a climax forest system. The concept of a 'CiimaX system which does 
not change is erroneous. Ail ecosystems are dynamic and il is the ever changing diversity of habilata which 
provide for a diversHy of wildlife. 

BIODIVERSIM: Fragmentation 

Letter 55 

Response 

Lener 61 

Letter 2050 

Response 

Letter 16 

Letter 171 

Letter 279 

Roads should not be cut through the forest because construclion of roads would obstructthe natural succession 
of tree species, which must be free to migrate as environmental condltions change. 

While the fragmentation of habltat is a concern forarea-sensnive animals and animals or plants wHh small home 
ranges, there are no tree species whose habltat could be fragmented by roads 

No further habltat fragmentation or isolation should occur due to future human activities. Recent audies have 
demonstrated that the indirecl impacte from such fragmentation can be much more severe than the direct 
Impacts of localized activities. In other words, if the necessary movement of species 1s blocked, the populations 
of these species can become extirpated, and a series of extirpations can lead a species to extinction. 

The acreage protected as Remote Highlands is imporiant These areas provide the unusual habltat upon whkh 
some bird species depend for feeding. nestlng and migration 

Fragmentation of habltat for some species wlth iimlted ranges and sensitivity to roads and clearings can be a 
problem The allocation of land to Management Areas 4 and 21 for the home range of the Cow Knob Saiaman. 
der is one example where the Forest Service is providing for the recovery of a sensitive species 

One of the major purposes of 'Remote Highlands. is to provide habiiat for area-sensitive neolmpicai migratory 
birds. Where such opportunities exist, the Revised Pian anempts to provide these condltions while staying wlth 
the framework of the multiple use concept 

Support is not given to the designation of lands solely for migration corridors. The long term viability needs of 
species vary considerably by species, and habitat corridors are provided in other management areas depend- 
ing on the species being discussed. 

Considering the biological theme of the preferred alternative, we would expect more use of MA 2, 

ShouldnY this landform be considered rare on the GWNF? R Is a corridor and should be regarded as such. 
Corridors facilitate east-west dispersals, loo Nationally. it will highlight the positive effects of landscape man- 
agement in the severely-fragmented eastern forests, a 'showcase' ... maybe even a white hat. 

[Suggest] movement toward acquisition of buffer lands along a wilderness corridor system for the migration of 
species. 
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Latter 491 

Letter 501 

A suggested amendment to your Plan is unfragmented habiial and migration corndors for non-game wildlde 

The Plan does not allow for migratlon corridors for forest animals. The anlmals need these corridors through 
devsstaied forest in order to survive 

Letten 766,767 
The Plan should stress nrovldina unfragmenied habitat far non-aame wildlde. Acraaae should be DreseNedto - - - - 
protect wildllfe migration corridors 

Provide unfragmented habltai Protect wiidltfe migration corridors. Letter 1069 

Letters 1152,1167.1439,1~3.1~4,1~5,1526,1527.1528.1529,1530,1~1,1~7,1634,1671,1730,1731,1732,1943,1944,2010. 
2148,2149,2150.2151, 2152.2153.21W4. 2400,2401,2764,2765,2766,2767,2925,3087,3088,3147,3148,3149,3150,3931,4093 

Letter 1615 

Letter 2648 

Letter 2740 

Letter 3779 

Lener 3840 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4034 

Response 

Acreage must be provided to protect wildlde migrailon corrldors. 

Wildlfie corridors should be provldedfor in the plan Dear need io be de-emphasized (there seemto be plenty) 
There should be no new roads in bear and turkey habitat 

Land must be set aside and protected In wildllfe migration areas Both game and non-game animals need room 
to move about In their 'naturar habltats 

The need for migration corridors, especially along riparian areas, is a critical one These s e ~ e  to allow the forest 
to function in a sustainable manner because large areas exisi With patchwork timbering, road building, 
expanded parking lots, clearcutting for the GYPSY Moth The forest is fraamented and lefl io be nothing more 
than biologioal islands 

EIS Alternative 6 - 0 acres set aside for migration corridors, p. 9 0 acres for protection of watershedslriparlan 
areas, p.9 Whereas on p 3-136, II is slated 'A network of corridors sultable for the movement and dispersal of 
planis and animals between unfragmented habitats Is provided by riparian areas and lands considered unsuit- 
able for timber production * 

MA #a lands, 'cllmw forest habltatiype lands need to provide long linear links along mountains connecting 
wilderness, and MA 9 lands and providing for physical and genetic movement of plant and animal species 
requiring such corridors These corridors as indicated by MAS need io be mapped and displayed as corridors 
with their intent speolfied 

This Plan is biologloally driven, yet there are no acres assigned to Management Area 2, Migration Corridors for 
Wildlife 

On p A-Gthe DEE saysihaiiheforest'provides blocks of unfragmenied habitat and interlinking corridors.' But 
on p 3-78 and 3-79, the statistics paint an entirely dfferent scenario Much of the Forest fails to meet the criteria 
for corridors which require habltat undisturbed by timber sales Roads are In fact allowed to be buiH to reach 
the boundaries of research natural ereas (p235 of Plan), subjecting them to incursions by ORV's. Even in 
Management Area 9, which is classnied as 'remote and isolated'. 'existma roads mav continue io be used ' LD 
243) - 

- 

The fact that the preferred anernaiive does not allocate any lands to Management Area 2 does not mean that 
there are not linkages of habltat which provide for the movement and coniinued viability of plank and animals 
In particular, Management Areas 4 and 8 provide a33 mile long corridor on the upper elevations of Shenandoah 
Mountain where relaiively unfragmenied habitat is needed io maintain and enhance habIIat for the Cow Knob 
Salamander. Also. Management Area 9 has been allocated io the western side of the Pedlar Ranger District io 
create a relatively unfragmenied corridor from the James River Face Wilderness and Three Sisters Roadless 
Area to the Si Mays Wilderness 

The Forest does not support the designaiion of lands solely for migration corridors Long term viabiliiy needs 
vay considerably by species Habits1 corridors are provided in all management areas depending on the 
species being considered 

Fragmentailon 
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Letter 3779 

Response 

Letter 154 

Letter 496 

Letter 933 

Letter 982 

Letter 1072 

Letter 1078 

Highlights' Selection or corridors for movement and dispersal of plants and animals is driven by selection of 
riparian areas or areas 'unsultable for timber production' not by biological need This Is another example of the 
0 W.F 5. view of the National Forest as a timber producing facillty p 2 

The ID Team does not support the designation of lands solely for 'migration' corridors The movement and 
dispersal of plants and animals and their long term viability needs vary conslderably by species The statement 
that these ara provided for in areas unsultabiefortimber production is meantto be for easy reference and does 
not reflect a bias towards limber production In reality. habttat corridors are provided for in all management 
areas, depending on the species being discussed, regardleas of whether it is suitable or unsultable for timber 
production 

T N ~  native biodlversky, that which includes the rarest and m a l  threatened species on the Forest and which 
occurs largely in foreel interior habltat. continues to lake a back seal to the false diversky of common, early 
succas8lonaI (grass. brush, small trees) hebiiat suited to common birds, animals, and weeds which results from 
clearcutling and 'wildlife openings' 

Unfragmented habltat for wildllfe 

The unfragmented habltat for non-game wildlife must be accentuated 

There appears to be lmie lf any encouragement of non-game wildlife in Plan #a. An Important part of the 
biodiversity of the forest is Its non-game wildllfe, which needs unfragmented habltat Corridors for this fauna 
must be provided 

Stop altering interior forest habltat to benefit a few game species, like deer We need the interior forest which 
we are losing too rapidly 

The Final Pian must emphasize providing an unfragmented habltat for all wildlife not just game wildlife To 
provide an ecological balance It should also protect wildlife migration corridors 

Letters 1149, 1429,1443, 1886,2007,2036.2237,2272,2276,22&3, pg2,2674,2749,2892.3647,3911.3965 
Emphasize providing unfragmented habltai for nongame wildlife Acreage must be provided to protect wildlife 
migratlon corridors 

Less than 3% of the available land in the GWNF exists as designated wilderness areas These are too small and 
lsolatedto sewe as ecological presewes, as they should There should be large wilderness areas with appropri- 
ate buffer zones to minimize edge effects. with connecting corridors These corridors serve as important 
migration routesfor genetic diversky among species They are acrucialfeatureof any healthy forestecosystem 

Please emphasize providing unfragmented habitat for non-game wildlde. This would include providing acreage 
to protect wildlife migratlon corridors Total contiguous acreage is one of the factors along wlth total acreage 
added up by parcel. 

Provide undisturbed habltat for nongame wildllfe 

The plan needs to emphasize providing unfragmented habitat for both non-game and game wlldilfe 

Leave a continuous network, based on the roadless areas, of land to be left Intact as wild ecologically 
undisturbed areas 

I largely support preferred Abrnabve 8, I feel I! reflects a funclional amalgamation of interests that will provide 
for diverse uses and needs while not having too great a negatlve impact on the biology of the Forest But I do 
have some resewatlon(s). I am especially concerned about the potential for continuing and In some instances 
Increasing, forest fragmentation By fragmentation I mean Intrusions by unnatural processes, or activities that 
alter or decrease the amount of habitat that Is crltical to typical forest species, endemics and rare and endan- 
gered species, while at the same time creating corridors for immigration, and habitat for speciesthat are already 
common in and outside of the Forest Such disturbances In the Forest may result from timbering, roadbuilding, 
developing and maintaining recreational facilltles, management for wildlife and creating trails for birdwatchers. 

Letter 1292 

Lelter 1608 

Letter 1611 

Letter 1652 

Letter 1885 

LeHer 2029 
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Throughout Anernatwe 8, and In almost all management areas we see the term wildlde, i e wildlda objectives, 
wildltfa habltat In almost all Instances R is implied, or otherwise stated, that wildlife means game species and 
In most cases habltat means early successional situations or various manipulatlons of the Forest Such species 
represent an exceedingly smallfractmn ofthe species d animalsand plants that occur In and outside the Forest 
I strongly encourage that the term biology, and biologlcal obiectives, be given still higher priortylgreater usage 
in the plan 

You and your planners have bent over backwards forwldilfe management, the opportunty for much timbering, 
and the opportunity for perhaps too much OW activny. I feel that the activdes being built into preferred 
Alternative 8 strain the limits of appropriateness for siabng that n emphasizes biological values. Multiple 
use-yes. 

Reduce the roads in the forest to limit ecosystem fragmentatlon and reduce the heavy human populahon 
pressures on the forest environment. 

There Is no lack of edge habitat and associated species in the region As population and development 
pressures mount in the area, even more edge habitat will be created due to construction and agriculture. Large 
uninterrupted tracts of wooded land will become wen more rare than now, considerable exacerbating the 
fecundty decline of interlor forest-dwelling species and thus reduclng biological diversity. In thls context, the 
fragmentation and edge habitat that will be created by clearcutting ara unacceptable In addition, forests wlih 
trees nearing or exceeding the 1W+ year class should be lefi to proceed to old-growth to replace a scarce 
ecosystem resource. In support, see Scientific American, Why American Songbirds are Vanishlng,' May 1992, 
%lo4 

The plan should provide for non game wildllfe as well as game management Migration corridors must be 
provided and should not be Intersected by roads 

Practices that lead to habitat and landscape fragmentailon and the creation of edge should be eliminated. 
Interior forest-breeding species should be given paramount concern in any habitat alteration practice. 

Fragmentation of forest continuty, and the resultant generation of more edge habitat do not favor the mosi 
endangered species, but promote population increases of such potentlal problem species as deer and raccoon 

I want to see the concept of 'wlidlHe' expanded to Include all forest dwellers not only to those of interest to 
hunters Consider the ramifications when you create 'wildlde openings' and other edge effects that favor deer, 
turkeys, and grouse but threaten the survival of deeper forest animals and plants Roads are 8 danger to the 
forest because exoilc plants and animals can enter and gam a foothold, competing wlth the deep forest 
dwellers 

The Forest Plan should provide for more habtiat unfragmented by the intrusion of roads and timber harvests 
The plan should also provide for and protect wildlife migration corridors between large areas of unfragmented 
habitat The Forest Plan should place more emphasis on non.game species. It 1s clear that there is an adequate 
deer population in the Forest and on surrounding private lands 

Study should be given to the need for an unfragmented area of adequate size to allow for the return of natural 
forest evoluilon. 

There are over 2,Mx) miles of road In the total road network on the OW, nearly 3.W mlles of boundary Unes 
on the Forest, and over 4.000 acres of utility rightsof-way (e g , powerlines, pipelines, etc), road easements, 
and public water impoundments fragmenting this National Forest Therefore, no new road construction to 
eccess timber or wildltfe food plots should be built in order to prevent excessive fragmentation Large portions 
of the road network should be evaluated to determine priortilesfor permanent road closure or obllteratlon This 
evaluation should be admlni&wad on basts of new standards, requiring the closure of old roads where, there 
is excessive road density In or around black bear habitats, resource damage is occurring, roads are causing 
fragmentatlon in non-game wildlife habitats, and where areas require adddlonal semi-primdive non-motorized 
reoreatlonal opportunlties 

The plan emphasizes game management. and virtually Ignores non-game wildltfe The plan must further 
emphasize wildlife preservation, providing unfragmented habitat and increasing acreage to allow for wildltfe 
migration corridors 

Letter 2056 

Letter XI60 

Letter 2498 

Letter 261 3 

Letter 2 ~ 1 5  

Letter 2740 

Letter 2868 

Letter 2942 

Letter 3537 

Letter 3619 
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Letter 3643 One ofthe major concerns is the retention of large are- of unfragmented foreats to provide nesting habitel for 
neotropkai migratoy birds of the aleven timber harvesilng options, Anernatwe 10 provides the second highest 
potential for providing unfragmented forest habitat. However, this potential would only be achieved lf this 
allernatme is modlfied to provide for the presewation of the 251.978 acres wnhin the GWNF Preservation of 
these roadless areas offersthe most cost-effective soiuUon for retalnlng unfragmentedforesi habltat Most of the 
roadless areas in the GWNF are steep and unproductive (shallow, droughiy 6011s) for timber management. n is 
recommended that these areas be maintained In a road1888 condltion in perpetuity, 

Akernative 10 llmlts forest fragmentation to 11 percent (120,308 acres) of the forest Much of the remaining 89 
percent (944,361 acres) of the forest could be leh in an unfragmented oondkion for nectropicai migratory bird 
nesting habitat and endangered. threatened and sensitive specles. This area would also be valuable 

increase of unfragmented habitats would beneft flora as well as neotropical migratoly birds 

Migration corridors and protection of watersheds/Riparian areas need to be part of Anernalive 8 Many plants 
need wildllfe to propagate and many wet areas are home to plants unable to exist wthout Seasonal inundation. 

I ask that plans for Unr GWNF include providing unfragmented habitsts for nomgame. as well as game, wildllfe. 

We feel the designation of 409,303 ac to unfragmented habitat will resun in an imbalance favoring older, 
shadstolerant vegetation and a lack of multiple use mgmt. We recommend modifications in MA boundaries 
which will reduce the size of some MA 4 and MA 9 lands We request to be involved with any area bounday 
modification in West Va 

Reduce the fragmentation of the forest That goal could be beUer achieved by controlling timber harvest to 
maintain corridors of wilderness, closing unnecessaly roads, and barring the use of ANs 

First, ensure the maintenance of biological diversity and habtatintegrlty [by] provid[lng] for the allocation and 
restoration of wiidlde corridors and make stricter regulation of riparian areas then is presently prescribed. 

No new road construction to access timber or wildlife food plots should be buili in order l o  prevent excessive 
fragmentation 

First, ensure the maintenance of biological dwersity and habitat integrlty. The pian should provide for the 
allocation and restoration of wiiditfe corridors and make stricter regulations of riparian areas then is presently 
prescribed 

Only public forests. and the national forests In particular contain sufficient acreages in continuous management 
to provide for the interior forest habitat that is currently in short supply at the regional scale 

The pian should emphasize unfragmented habltat for all wildlife in the Forest Wildllfe migration corridors must 
be designated so species diverslty will be maintained wthin the bio-region 

Wildllfe Most of the emphasis of the Plan is on different kinds of game management The Plan must provide 
effective non-game managementthrough protection of migraiion corridors and unfragmented habitat There are 
a good many species of plants, Insects. and animals in the Forest besides game species These do not require 
the degree of human aclivlty associated with management of game species, but they do require consideration 
and careful management in their own right. 

EPA recommends that to beuer address blodiverslty concerns and contribute to the Neotropical Migratory Bird 
Conservation Program, AddHionai large tracts of contiguous forest lands be afforded protection through wilder- 
ness designation or other longterm mechanisms We also recommend that wiidlife/habltat corridors be estab- 
lished to link those areas 

Pian. Corridors may sieo serve to mitigate for the effects of fragmentation. EPA recommends that corridors be 
established, as appropriate, to ilnk the wilderness, special biological areas and/or roadless areas 

The Forest Service preferred alternative emphasizes both game and non-game species. This alternative con- 
tains the appropriate mxlure of emphases given the wide array of uses, values, products and services needed 
and wanted by interested and anected publics. 

Letter 3643 

Lener 3665 

LeUer 3665 

Lener 37M) 

LeUer 3728 

LeUer 3849 

Lener 3 9 ~ 1  

Letter 4241 

Letter 4242 

Lener 42% 

LeUer 4253 

Letter 4266 

Letter 4268 

Letter 4268 

Response 
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The suggestlon to emphasbe non-game species is not one that leads to easy analysis 'Non.game' can refer 
to a wide diversity 01 animals including small mammals, birds, and other species that llve in a variety of habitats 
including forest openings. The mqority of the people making this comment are concerned for those animal and 
plant species that require older habitat, particularly those animal species that are sensitive to fragmentation 

There is agood deal of disagreemen toverthe subjoctof Yragmentatlon'and resulting 'edgoetlects' The Forest 
Service recognlzes that fragmentalion al habttat for proposed. threatened. endangored and sonstttve species 
or unlque biological communllies 1s a real concern that needs to be addressed in the Revised Plan The Forest 
also recognizes that there is an opportunity to provide habdat for 'aie&sensitove' speclos (such as neo-tropical 
migratory blrdsJ that require relatively large and undisturbed late successional forested habltats for survival The 
Forest does not, however, accept the premise that large tracts of unfragmented and connocted habnats are 
necessary for the survival of every plant and animal species. Habitat for species that are area-senstiive whore 
reasonable opportunbes exlst has been incorporated. The ID Team has also worked with repreanlaths of the 
USDl Fish 8 Wildllfe Service and state agencies to ensure that habltet conditions favorable for the recovery and 
enhancement of threatened, endangered, and sensdive species and unique biologicel commUnlties are mein- 
tained and restored. and, where feasible. enhanced. 

There is very lmle area (virtually only small, isolated pockets) of the George Washington National Forost that has 
not been fragmented by past human activities In many areas. the old roads and timber harvests have regenerat. 
ed and recovered to a state where there Is minimal. il any. fragmentation of habrtat Soma of the largest blocks 
of this 'unfragmented' habitat lie within the roadless areas. The Forest Service prelerred alternative has 
allocated most of tho roadloss area acreage to management areas where further fragmentation will not OCCU~ 
Although there will be some vehicular use on existlng roads and some salvaging and fuelwood gathering in the 
immediate vicinty of system roads, theso activities will not increase the amount of edge or atlect the unfragment- 
ad Cora of theso roadless areas 

Tho fact that the preferred alternattve does not allocate any lands io Management Area 2 does not mean that 
there are not Ihkages of habitat which provide for the movement and continued viability of plants and animals 
In particular. Management Areas 4 and 8 provide a 33 mole long corridor on the upper olever,ons of Shenandoah 
Mountain where relatively unfragmontod habitat Is needod to maintain and enhance habitat for the Cow Knob 
Salamander Also, Management Area 9 has been allocatod to the wostern side of the Pedlar Ranger District to 
create a relatively unlragmentad corridor from the James Rvar Face Wilderness and Three Sisters Roadless 
Area to the Si Marys Wilderness The Forest does not support tho designation of lands solely for migration 
corridors Long term viability needs vary considerably by species Habdat corridors are providod in all manags 
ment araas depending on the species being considered 

Lelter 4241 Large portions of the road network should be evaluated to determine priorities for permanent closure or 
obliteration This evaluation should be administered on basis of new standards, requiring the closure of old 
roads where, bear habitants, and where areas require additional semi-primitive non-motorized recreational 
opportuntties 

Management of system roads under the Forest Service preferred alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS' 

Alternatives 3,9,11 and 13 provide a more pasflive response to these concerns by limiting or prohibiiing system 
road construction. and having a more aggressive road closure policy than Alternative 8A These four elterna- 
lives are considered in detail in the FEW Any one of these alternatives will be selected as the Revised Plan by 
the Regional Forester If it Is ldentlfied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Response 

Letter 892 The proposed block in the Shenandoah Range fulfills these criteria (mature riparian habitats. rich flood plains 
wlth alluvial soils. wetlands and rivers) within the framework of a large. contiguous bic-region It is also the home 
of some threatened species of fauna and flora Also, there is no high-use road Further. no major footway 
traverses the Shenandoah Range with it's resultant biological degradation and site overuse 

The preferred aHernatIve's allocation of management areas establishes numerous relatively large blocks of 
contiguous forest for maintaining forest interior conditions, the etlectlveness of this network could easily be 
enhanced The largest block of relatively unfragmonted forest surrounds the Ramsey's Draft Wilderness (com- 
posed of parts of Management Areas 4,9. and 13) By changing the management area designation for Hone 
Quar!y Ridge from 15 to 13, the cantigurty of this remote forest habitat is enhanced considerably Management 

Lelter 3537 
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Area 14 along the nor(h side 01 Dry River and along Shenandoah Mountain east of Forest Road 61, and 
Management Area 15 around the Nom River and Bralay Pond campgrounds. should bo changed to a manage 
ment area classHication that excludes the fragmentabon and edge effects caused by timber management and 
road ConStrUctIon Changing the management emphasis on these w e n  areas would basically connect over 
300 square mllas of contiguous, relatlveiy unfragmented forest. This 'bioreserve' could eventually become the 
largest old-growth ecosystem in the Central Appalachians. b protection would greatly contribute to maintaining 
the Integrity of this landscape and the biological diversity of thla region. 

The Revised Plan recognlzesthe 43,ooO acre Shenandoah Mountain Crest Special Interest Area under Manage- 
ment Area 4 The Revised Plan assignsthe remainder of Lmle River Roadless Area to Management Area21 The 
remainder 01 the Gum Fun, most of the remainder of the Oak Knob and the remainder of the Ramseys Draft 
Addltlon have been allocstad l o  Management Area 9 Most of the remainder of the Nonh River drainage lies 
wHhin Management Areas 10 and 13 Portions of The No* River drainage wnhln Management Area 13, 
however, ara sukable lor timber production. 

The Revised Plan does not recognize the need for a large block of unlragmented habiiat along the entire 
Shanandoah Range This concept Is Incorporated Into Alternative 3 and to a laser extent into Alternatives 9, 
t i ,  and 13. One 01 these four aHarnatives will be selected as the Revised plan if His idanthiad In the Record of 
Decision as the alternative that maximizes the net public benoflts. 

ReSDOnSe 

Lanar 3728 

Response 

While the WVDNR does support ponions of the Forest to be designated as unfragmented habiiat, we feel ihe 
designation of 409.303 acres will resuii In an imbalance favoring older, shade-tolerant vegetation. 

The distribution of well-balanced age classes providesthe optimum habitat for many of the game species. While 
the Forest Service believes that providing habitat lor these sDecies remains imDonant, they should not be 
emphasued on every acre across the entire Forest. 

Analysis shows that most of the game species beneflt from a varieiy of habltats, not just early successional 
stages Although only one-third of the Forest is sultable for timber production, this acreage is interspersed wlth 
acres unsuiiable for timber production in Management Areas 7,10,11,13,14. 15, l6and 17. Non-timber wildlife 
management practices (such as prescribed burning. creation of waterholes and creation of wildlife openings) 
will enhance habltat for game species in these and adjacent management areas 

Lefter 3981 

Response 

Lelter 134 

Response 

Letter 3883 

Response 

EIS The Visual Resources' section needs to be expanded. what are the effects of VQO designations on 
fragmentation and loss of interior habltat (pUning timber sales away from roads and eyesight) ~ a breakdown 
by Alternative Is needed 

VQO has no affect on fragmeniation or loss of interior habltat VQO Is a means by which the Forest Sewice 
determines the Impact of project implementation on visual resources 

On page A-6 of the DEIS we read that the forest 'provides blocks of unfragmented habttat end interlinking 
corridors.' However this hardly squares w N  stahstics presented on p 878 and 379 of the DElS that there are 
already 1850 miles of Forest Development Roads as well as many olher roads Ihat fragment the Forest The 
preferred alternatlve isthe second highest In proposed road construction of all Ihe alternatives It proposes 200 
miles of new roads for the next ten years as compared with only 70 miles forthe existing plan. Also much of the 
Forest falls to meet the criteria for corridors which require habitat undisturbed by timber sales 

The numbers presented in that section have been reanalyzed belweenthe drafi and flnal Refer to the Final flS. 

Special attention should be given by GWNF to proteotlon of the habrtats of rare species, to migration corridors 
for waterfowl, songbirds. game and non-game animals and marine life. GWNF should cooperate actively In 
helplng to establish extensive greenways that foster forest growth and the survival 01 species 

Special anention to these species and habitants are given by the Forest in Its preferred alternative, however, the 
ID team planning staff knows of no marine organisms whlch occur on or near the Forest 
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Letier 3981 EIS. 3137, Table 3-32 ~ How is It that Alternative 3 which closes 900 miles of road is 52% roadleas, while 
AlternatNe 9 closes only 1W miles, yet is 50% roadless? How exactly are the mileages and percentages 
determined? How can Alternatwe 3, which manages the entire forest under biological needs and builds IX) new 
roads, be said to have only 15% of its lands with controlled road densities for biological needs? This table Is 
misleading Edge effects last longerthan ten years - what crlteria were used to come up with the I O  year figure 

~ documentation please. Early succe6slcnal habitat is created naturally - what are the estimates forthis quantity 
If the forest were allowed to progress naturally as under the structure of Alternative 37 

Please refertoTable in Chapter 3 of the Final EiSfor a reanalysis and display of habilat attributes by aliernalwe. 
The lengih of time which edge effects last In the oak dominated forest types In this region is ten years (per 
personal communication with Chandler S. Robblns of the US Fish and Wildllfe Service.) Natural disturbance 
rate in large forested areas ranges from 0 5 to 2% per year 

Response 

Letter 4241 Careful consideration should be given to changing the management area designation of the entire headwaters 
of the Cowpaslure River above West Augusta to ensure old-growth restoration and preclude forest fragmenta- 
tion activities The Dly River above Rawley Springs should also be oonsidered for similar proteciion, even 
though much of the floodplan is st111 in private ownership 

A wide range of alternatives were developed which considered different allocations of land in these areas. The 
Forest Service recognizes the importance of providing for old growth restoration and precluding forestfragmen- 
tation within the framework of ecosystem management The preferred alternative allocates these headwater 
areas to Management Areas 4, 7, 9. 14. 15, 18, and 2lwhich through appropriate standards provide for old 
growth and minimize fragmentation 

Response 

Letter 4241 Dendritically-branching watersheds provide a diversity of aspect and slope configurations, which represent a 
wide amplitude and variety of evapotranspiration gradients The connectivity of the watershed's branches could 
facilitate the shift of vegetation assemblages following moisture gradients in the event of rapid climate change 
(see Petes and Darling 1985, The greenhouse effect and nature reserves Bioscience 35 707-717) There are 
numerous other reasons to designate several large watershed systems for ensunng the protection of biological 
diversity at the regional landscape level 

The Revised Forest Plan provides for the protection of biological diversty and associated ecological processes 
in and between watershed systems by allocating lands with large blocks of forested land, mostly now in later 
successional stages, to Management Areas 4, 5, 6. 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 18, 21 and the remote portions of 15 

Response 

Letter 4241 The laraest block of relatively unfraqmentedforestsurroundsthe Ramsev's Draft Wilderness (ComDosed of Darts 

Response 

of Management Areas 4,9, and 1 3 1 8 ~  changing the managemeniarea designatlcn far Hone'Qoa& Ridgifrom 
15 to 13, the contiguty of this remote forest habitat is enhanced considerably Likewise. Management Area 14 
along the north side of Dry River and along Shenandoah Mountain east of Forest Road 61, and Management 
Area 15 around the North River and Braley Pond campgrounds, should be changed to a management area 
classification that excludes the fragmentation and edge effects caused by timber management and road 
construction Changing the management emphasis on these seven areas would basically connect over 300 
square miles of contiguous, relatively unfragmented forest 

In a separate action. the Forest Service has assisted the USDl Fish and Wildlie Service in the preparation of a 
'pre-listing' recovery plan for the Cow Knob Salamander along the Shenandoah Mountain The hopeful result 
of this conservation strategy will be no further consideration of the Cow Knob Salamander as a candidate for 
federal listing under the Endangered Species Act 

The USDl Fish and Wildlie Service has been added as a'cooperahng agency' in the preparation of the FElS 
They provided Information and expertise on the Cow Knob Salamander and ensured that Drovisions of the 
pre-llstmg recovery plan were incorporated into the Revised Plan 
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BIODIVERSITY. Late Succeaslonal HabW and Speclea 

Letter 1329 A more 'environmentally corm& Plan would stress the hervest of Ierge, qualily hardwood rather than low quailty 
pulpwood By harvesting timber for pulpwood, the forest Is maintained at a 'young' age with respect to forest 
succession, therefore, limiting biodiversity. Wlth a lack of biodlverslty. the forest is not only less attractive, but 
also much more susceptible to the plight of disease and pasts such as the gypsy moth 

The production of timber In the preferred alternative places an emphasis on quality hardwood sahtimber with 
very lmle volume resulting from pulpwood. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Response 

As the Forest ages, mast produdion will decline. Need to offset or prevent this 

The age of a forest is but one of many variables such as weather or natural disturbances which effect mast 
production The Forest Service cannot control these factors of nature but through the use of prescribed fire in 
bear oak stands and timber harvests, we will help provide for additlonal mast production 

BIODIVERSITY: Early Successional Habltat and Species 

Letter 874 

Response 

Letter 730 

Letter 730 

Letter 874 

Letter 1163 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3729 

Those of use who are familiar with the needs of such species as the ruffed grouse, white-eyed vireo, and the 
chestnut-sided warbler, find lt hard to believe that so little attention has been give to the species that can not 
exist in vast stretches of unbroken forest. 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to provide a mixlure of habitats beneficial to both game and non-game 
species Those species requiring older vegetation are primarily emphasized There is a particular shortage of 
habitat for these species In norlhwestern Virginia and adjoining West Virginia 

'1 

lt is imperative that the Forest be actively managed to promote the development of young forest stands on a 
substantial acreage The ephemeral nature of early-successional habltats necessitates the identtflcation and 
implementation of a program of sound forest management that will ensure the appropriate spatial and temporal 
distribution of this important habltat component. 

The combination of the reduction In acreage identified as suitable for timber harvest and the shift in emphasis 
from even-aged, to uneven-aged mgt., will ultimately lead to dramatic reductions from current population levels 
for those species of forest wildllfe that require the young forest stands created by periodic disturbance The 
Ruffed Grouse Society Is extremely concerned about the impact that the shift in mgt strategy proposed in An 
8 will have on ruffed grouse populations 

I was appalled to hear of the Forest Service decision to limit the practice of scientific silvicuiture to just 2% of 
the George Washington National Forest Perhaps your decision is based on the small but very vocal outcly from 
people whose agenda is to look up the Forest and throw the key away. There's a short-sighted attitude that is 
certainly not In the best interest of the general public: nor Is it in the best interest of many wiidlde species that 
depend on early successional habitat for their survival 

With only about 2% of the forest managed as early successional habitat, exactly the type of habltat preferred 
by deer, turkey. and grouse, I em understandably concerned about the Inconsistencies in the plan In terms of 
ensuring future suitable hebitat for this and other species. 

In order to maintain diversity. you must manipulate vegetation. Letter 3660 You need to blend habitats better. 
Do not need a small area wlth lots of diversity surrounded by a large unbroken area. 

Without Intensive forest mgt you cannot maintain ecological diversity on the OW Fire control has eliminated 
the major catastrophic event which provided that diversily In the past R essured a continuum from pioneer 
species to mature climax. Only by harvesting trees or other silvicultural practices can the full scope of ecologlcal 
diversity (both plants and animals) be restored 
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Response 

Letter 35-50 

Response 

Letter 12 

Letter 704 

Letter 730 

Letter 1341 

Letter 1686 

Letter 2281 

Letter 2661 

Leiter 2926 

Letter 3659 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 3660 

The distribution of well-balanced age classes providesthe optimum habltat for many of the game species While 
the Forest Service believes that providing habltat for these species remains ImDortant, they should not be 
emphasized on every acre across the entire F o r d  

Analysis shows that most of the game species beneflt from a varleiy of habitats, not just early successional 
stages. Although only one-third of the Forest 16 suitable for umber production. this acreage Is interspersed wth 
acres unsuitable for timber production in ManagementAreas7. 11, 13, 14, 15. 16 and 17. Non-timber wildllfe 
management practices (such as prescribed burning, creation of waterholes and creation of wildlde openings) 
will enhance habltat for game species in these and adiaceni management areas 

ii is incorrect to refer to the acres regenerated under even-aged management as the only early successional 
habltai on the Forest. Vety few wildllfe species live only in the openings created by regeneration harvesis Most 
early successional species require a mixture of habitats including openings These species also beneflt from 
prescribed burning, wlldllfe openings and openings created by dher forms of timber harvests. 

Good opporlunlties exist to manage utillry sties and corridors for wildllfe openings 

Each major utility corridor requires a slte management plan Consideration is given to easing methods that will 
establish communlties of plant speciesthat exhlbti lmle veliioal growth and will provide valuable habitat as well 
as reducing the total maintenance cost to the user 

The habitats of all wildllfe species must be taken into account. not only those of old growth, whatever that is. 

Anernatwe (#6) is not my choice I have enough trouble with deer damage to my crops wlthout the Forest 
Service forcing more deer onto my properly Alternative 8 will do just that by not providing enough habiiat on 
Its own land 

This critical component (early successional habltat) ofthe forest landscape appears to have received insufficient 
emphasis in the development of Alt 8, which has been idenittied by the GWNF as the selected An 

If the amount of clearcutting and overall reduction in Umber cutting is implemented. the ruffed grouse will not 
be available in huntable numbers Grouse (aswell as many songbirds and other animals) require young g r w h  
If you eliminate the habiiat, you diminish the species and you end the noble sport of grouse hunting I would 
like for the FS to iake care of the ruffed grouse 

Increase the acreage managed for early successional habitat 

Allowing fire to create a natural landscape of variously aged forests is not a realistic aliernative in the Eastern 
Unlted States Many wildllfe species rely on early successional habitat in all or some life stages The orooosed 
plan would virtually eliminate these crltical habitats. 

A reduction in timber harvesting and greatly reduced use of the clearcutting method on the GWNF combined 
wtih the loss of quantity and quality of turkey nesting habltat as the forest matures, may cause a reduction in 
not only turkey populations but also other wildllfe and plant species that require openings and early succession 
forest stands 

Akernative #12 is more balanced to ewidervariety of wildllfe, as many species (grouse. quail. deer, et0 ) require 
the type of habltat provided in early successional stages, such as is oreaied by timber harvests 

We desperately need more clearcut plots to provide the wildlife (especially deer) some food or browse My Son 
and I operate a daily farm and the heavy population of deer in the forest nearby are costing us and otherfarmers 
thousands of dollars in destroyed crops each year Last year our loss was valued ai $9,ooO W Providing food 
in the forest would prevent much of this crop damage 

Maintain and increase grassfforb component to 5%+ 

The FS should not consider openings on adjacent private lands The Forest should provide additional habltat 
Farmers receive enough damage es it is. the FS should not make matters worse 
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Letter 3956 Grouse habitat matures and bird numbers continue to decline. Ofthetwo areas designated for grouse me., one - Pleasant View - is on the edge ofthe Piedmont, practlcaliy outside the ruffed grouse's natural range Regular 
clearcuts remain as the most effective grouse mgt tool 

Analysis perlormed shows that most of the game species benefit from a variety of habtats, not just early 
successional stages Although only one-third of the Forest Is suitable for timber production, this acreage is 
interspersedwlth acres unsutablefortimber produdon in ManagementAreas7, IO, 11, 13, 14,15, 16 and 17. 
Non-tlmber management practices (such a6 prescribed burnlng, creation of waterholes and creation of wlldlrfe 
openings) will enhance habbt for game species In these and adjacent management areas. 

It is Incorrect to refer to the acres regenerated under even-aged management as the only early successional 
habltat on the Forest Very few wlldlrle specles live only in the openings created by regeneration harvests Most 
early successional species require a mixture of habitats Including openings These species also benefit from 
prescribed burning. wildlife openings and openings created by other forms of timber harvests 

ReSDOnSe 

Letter 2060 The creation of early succebsional habtat by clearcutling or modfflad shelterwood techniques will cause a 
slgnrficant decrease in interior forest species. Thls will be manifested in a variety of ways, Including, but not 
limited to detrimeniei effects on the fecundiiy ot neotroplcal migrants such as the hooded warbler, the 
woodthrush, the redeyed vireo, etc This is caused by massive Increases In brownheaded cowbird parasitism 
which parasites ne& wlthin 1M)-200 meters of aforest edge Nest predators will also increase, Including blue 
jays, crows, common grackle, eastem chipmunk. raccoon, end oppossum Clearcutting will also affect black 
bear populatlons by decreasing mast, displacing bears, increasing hunter contact. and facilltating poaching 
This manipulation will also benefit deer which are already overabundant in the forests having major detrimental 
effeots on other plant and animals species. Edge is also expected to be detrimental to amphibians, reptiles, and 
many interior-dwelling invertebrates Moreover, edge faciitates introduction of undesirable species such as 
Japanese honeysuckle and Kudzu Road construction prowdes a pehct condurt for such exoilcs introduction 

The Revised Plan generally limlts the lands sultable to timber production to locations of the Forest that have 
been largely fragmented by past management practices.Thus, the creation of early succassional habltatwill not 
cause a signfflcant decline in Interior forest species Table 3-39 in Chapter3 under 'wildlife' displays the amount 
of 'ralativaly Fragmented' and 'Relatively Unfragmented' habtat in each sitarnative Under the Forest Service 
preferred alternatlve, 45% of the Forest is 'relatively unfragmented'. 

ReSDOnSe 

Letter 3537 Since early successional, even-aged habttat Is well represented in the region and the landscape, the OW is 
unlikely to enhance biodiversiiy by creating any mora young or even-aged habtat In fact, continuing this policy 
would jeopardize biodiversiiy FIA information also implies that forest fragmentabon and edge creatlon are 
frequent and continuing disturbances to the region's formerly extensive forested landscape. 

EiS. 3-142, paragraph 2 ~ Add after 1st sentence 'Habtats on the Forest are critical for preventing species from 
becoming endangered In the first place.' This brings up the important factor of the context of the GWNF. The 
economic region of the Forest has been addressed, but b ecological matru has been ignored. This Is what 
'New Perspectives' is ail about - ecosystem management. R is imperative that the EIS address this issue - it is 
affected environment The GW affects and is affected by the land use patterns outside Its borders This is 
partioularly important as regards Its role in maintaining TESS and biodiversiiy at ail scales How the different 
alternatives address regional ecological integrky and conservation of biodiversQ needs a thorough discussion 

The Issue of true native biodiversiiy has been consistently ignored in favor of the fallacy of false diversky of 
common, early successional (grass, brush, small trees) habltat suited to common birds, animals, and weeds, 
which results from clearcuUing and 'wiidltfe openings' The DEiS states (p 3105, p 3-111) that logging 
maintains diversiiy Yet this is a blatant lia . R is only false diversity that is created 

Since early successional, even-aged habltat is well represented In the region and the landscape, the GW is 
unlikely to enhance biodiversity by creating any more young or even-aged habitat In fact, continuing this policy 
would jeopardize biodiversity 

Maintainlng the biological dwersiiy on the Forest is a major goal of the Revised Plan Biological diversity, or 
biodiversity. 18 the variety of ltfe and 11s many processes in an area. Depending on scale It can be viewed as 
the maintenance of the variety of genes, species, biological communities, or ecosystems of particular areas. 

Letter 3981 

Letter 4034 

Letter 4241 

Response 
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Letler 3643 

ReSDOnse 

The Forest Service views the conservatlon of btodlversity 88 a multipleuse Issue, not simply a land preservation 
scheme. Management actions are designed and Implemented which conserve specific elements of biodiverslty 
Efforts will increase In developing knowledge, Implementing Conservation measures, and demonstrating land 
and resource management approaches that conserve biodhrerslty 88 an Integral part of sustaining overall 
multipleuse objectives while achleving a desired future condition These efforts will be based in large part on 
the sclence of conservation biology including the principles of Island biogeography, population biology, and 
ecosystem functlonlng. Cumulative effects resulting from landscape fragmentation and water runoff are ana- 
lyzed and monitored as part of project Implementation. 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan prwides for biodiversity 1s provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 
- BlODlVERSrPl' Chapter 3 of the FEIS contains Information on biodiversity and how lt is affected by the 
various alternatives 

Alternative 10 allows clearcutting as a harvest method This logging method is the most cost effective and 
prouides the bestconditlonsfor the natural regeneralion of hardwoads. Italso provides early successional forest 
habltat for white-tailed deer, wild turkey, common flicker (Colapies auralus), and ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbei- 
IUS) 

There Is clear National Policy that direcis the Fore& l o  reduce the amount of clearcutling ClearcuUlng is not 
the only way to manage wildlife, and the Revised Pian provides many methods for managing for wiidltfe, 
including limber management wlth alternative cutting methods such as modified sheltemood. Wildlife manage- 
ment can occur on the vast majorlty of the forest Using timber management to enhance wildlife habitat will be 
emphasized on about 1/3 percent of the Forest 

Letter 3710 

Response 

The planning team must perform a muoh morethorough analysls ofthe co&, benstlts and alternatives in order 
to demonstrate that harvests [for wildlife] are warranted There is ample reason to doubt that such harvests can 
be justified. The Wildlife most likely to benefit from logging are early Successional species, such as deer These 
animals are hardly in short supply on the George Washington or In this part of the country In the absence of 
betler justifloation, il would be particularly inappropriate to contemplate additional harvests for this purpose on 
unsulted land 

A major concern, as determined by comments on the DElS and Draft Revised Plan. centered around the level 
of habltat management (In the form of direct wlldltfe habitat improvements and timber sales). Comments 
expressed a desire to increase active habltat management. Other comments expressed a desire to reduce the 
levels of habltat management, preferring more emphasis to be placed on providing unfragmented habltats 

The preferred alternative does not maximize the potential value foreither early successional or late success1onaI 
unfragmented habitats It recognizes the value of both somewhat conflicting needs and within a large forested 
area provide for both habkats To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Plan's l imb is neither 
biologically necessary, nor economically efficient 

Untragmented habllats, such as provided in Management Areas 4,8,8,9,13,21, and portions of several other 
management areas are described in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Revised Plan 

The Revised Plan recognizesthe valves of forest management and vegetation manipulation wlthin the contexi 
of multiple use management Much of the timber harvesting will be conducted specifically l o  regenerate 
portions of an aging forest to provide early successional habiiats The amount of regeneration provided varies 
among the thirteen alternatives considered in detail in the FEIS Several factors come into play including the 
values that unfragmented habltats and roadless areas provide, value of and need for forest products that can 
be provided, and the CO& versus benefits derived from this action 

Estimated whlte-tailed deer carrying capacity is maintained at present levels Currently, in some areas of the 
forest, deer are inhibiting regeneration of preferred timber species Other concerns include the development of 
a pronounced browse line which can be detrimental to many bird species that feed and nest in the undersmy, 
and that some rare plant species are preferred as deer foods Forested areasthat contain high deer populations, 
over time, may loose some of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trends of 
National Forest hunting stamp sales) shows a very slow decline In the numbers of hunters Based on past sales 
declines, a slight annual decline is predicted throughout the nexl decade Increasing the deer herd. therefore, 
is not a long term goal of the Revised Pian 
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LeUer 3981 

Response 

Lener 3643 

Resocnse 

Population estimates were not made for the ruffed grouse, another species that prefers young forest areas. 
However, there is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habitat to maintain this specles 
throughout the Forest Some alternatives provide for a higher habitat carrying capacity for this species and thus 
a higher hunting suceem rate. Grouse hunting accounts for approximately five percent of the hunting days 
afield on this Forest in light of a below cost timber program, it Is economically difficult to justify an increased 
timber program to Increase ruffed grouse hunting 8uccess rates. 

Early succeas1onaI habRat in the Revised Pian is provided in adequate amounts and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habht will be found throughout the Forest 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan providea forthe wide variety of wildlife species lnhablting the forest 
is provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 - BiODiVERSIW and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT' 
(under the subheading of 'Featured Species). Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future 
condltlons of the forest 88 they pertain to wildlife. 

EIS. 3-138, paragraph 5 - A discussion of the dnference batween the unnatural, connected by roads openings 
and natural forest patchlnesa is needed. What are the adverse Impacts on biodiverafty" What are the emlogical 
effeots of road cio8ure 88 would be implemented under Alternative 31 

The FflS does not analyze the effects of speciflc actions, such as road closures, for each of the alternatives. 
instead. n discloses the effects of the cumulation of management practices inherent in each ahernative. 

Table 3-39 in Chapter 3 under the heading of 'wildlife' displays the amount of 'relatively fragmented' and 
'reiatwely unfragmenteed' habtat in each anemahve. This information Is one of the Indicators of the effects of the 
alternatives on blodiverslty. 

This would be partially accomplished by eliminating or substentially reducing the prescribed burning pragram 
for maintaining early successional vegetation. We do recommend that the program be maintained for the 
100-300 acres per year that may need to burned to presewe the special Biological Areas in e natural state 
Prescribed burning does not provide substantially different habltais than clearcunlng We belleve that the 
prescribed burning funds would be better spent on the development and administration of camping facilities 
88 planned under Alternative 8 

The results achieved from Prescribed burning for ecosystem management are drastically different than the 
affects which result from clearcutling Prescribed burning generally maintains the vertical structure in the stand 
and creates a mosaic of vegetative responses which resulted from varying fire intensities Fire also stimulates 
sprout growlh, flowering, and fruit set in many plant species plusthey benefii from the release of nutrients The 
Forest Service has clear national policy directton which reduces clearcutling thus making the use of prescribed 
fire more important for wiidilfe management The use of these funds for camping facilities is therefore not in the 
best Interest of ecosystem management objectives 
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LeUer 57 

Response 

Lener 87 

Letters 134,4034 

When It comes to Riparian Areas don? get any artificial ideas but emulate nature 

The desired future condltlon of riparian areas includes sen-sustaining aquatic and riparian habitats. Some 
vegetation management and fishery and wiidilfe improvements may occur to protect or enhance riparlan- 
dependent resources and work toward self-sustalnlng conditions 

The amount of timber harvesting planned in MA 18 appears excessive considering the ecological purpose of 
the preferred alternative. 

The preferred aiternative backslides seriously from the Interim management guldellnes now In effect with 
respect to stream protection. On p 3-128 of the DElS we read that 16% of rlporian areas are suhble for timber 
management, whiis on p 2-1 31 of the Drah Pian a table is presented that shows only 66 foot vehicle exclusion 
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finer and shade stripsfor most streams while cutting ispermittedtothevery banks ofthe streams Compare this 
wlth the 100 foot no cutting zones in the interim guidelines now In effect Also salvage logging is permffled in 
stream beds while at the same time It is admmed that the came woody debris is an asset to fish habitat 

In Aiiernativs 12, the riparian areas are not protected as well as the current management Currently, no timber 
haNeStlng can take place wnhin I00 feet of perennial streams or 30 feet of intermittent streams The standards 
In Anernalive 12 would make the protected zones variable in width and would allow timber harvesting In 27% 
of these zones 

Letter 146 

Letters491,1167,1260,1268,1297,1439,1443,1523,1524,1525,1526,l~7,t~8,1529,1530,1531,1557,1671,1730,1731,1732, 
1886,1943,1944,2w7,2010,2012,x)49,2148,2149,2150,2151,2152,2153,21M,2237,2272,2276,2283.2232,2400,2401,2674, 
2738,2784,2765,2766,2767, 2925.3087, 3088, 3147, 3148,3149,3150, 3558, 3883, 4w9, 4093 

No timber cutting should be allowed in riparian areas (or wetlands] There should be at least a 100-fl bMer on 
each side of 'sireams' 

Letters492.503.748,760.762.763.766,767,&7,877.,891,933,963,970.972.987,1059.1069.1070.1078.1139.1149,1152.1158, 
11M),1162,1258,1260, 1268,1320,1329,1330,1350.1354,1365,1370,1378,1434,1652,1656,1822,1823.1978,1992,2w5,2022, 
2035,2090,2052,2053,2230,2375,2376,2471,2505,2534,2536, W, 2670,2705,2710,2712,2732,2749,2839,3543,3545,3594, 
3635, 3647. 3S2, 3687,3691,3695,3735,3736,3796,3809,3834,3846,3849, 3870,3899,3909,3931,3980,4015,4021,4255 

Streams mu& be protected wlth a minimum 100-foot wide buffer In which no timber cutting is allowed 

Letters 496,2039 
Protect the streams 

To allow timber cutting closer then 100 feet to streams is a shortsighted gain for long-term damage 

Timber mgmt should protect streams Buffer zones on elther side of streams should be established and 
enforced to ensure riparian quairty 

Letter 498 

Letter 504 

Letters737,1150.1187,1188.1189,1190,1191,1192,1193,1387,1388,1389,1532,1533.1723,f934.1935,1936,1937,1938,1939, 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2448,2449,2450, 
2760,2761,2762,3089,3090,3293,3294,3295,3296,3297,3298,3299, %BO, 3301,3302,3303,3304,3305,3306,3307,3308,3309, 
3310,3311,3312,3313,3314, 3315,3316, 3317,3318,3319,3478,4068,4073,4074,4075 

Riparian areas are to be protected from any logging for 1 00 feet on each side of a stream. 2w feet for native 
trout streams 

As to timber-cutting. we must allow a minimum of 100 feet on each side of streams to protect from runoff 
damage 

I strongly support a 100-foot buffer zone on each side of Streams and no timber cutting for salvage in riparian 
areas 

Letter 759 

Letter 884 

Letters887,886.923,924.925.926,1O44,1O45,1O46.1M7,1O48,1O49,1O50.tO5l,lO52,1O53,1O54.lO55,1126,1129,1130. 1131, 
1132,1133,11~,1135,1136,1174,1206,1207,1x18,1209.1210,1211,1213,1214.1215,l216,1217,1218,1219,12x), 1221,Ip2, 
I223,1224,1225,1226,1349,13W, 14OO,1401,1402,1403,14~, 1475,1476,1477,1478,147~, 1480,1481,1462,1464,1485,1486, 
1487,1488,1489,149O, 1699,17OO, 1701,1702,17~,17O4,1705,1706,1707,1915,1916,1917,1918,1919,1920,~921,1922,1~3, 
1924,1925.1926,1927,1968,1974,2027,2oM,2085,2086,2087,M88,2089,2090,2091,2W2,2093,2094,2095,2096,2097,2098. 
2099,2100,2101,2416,2419,2420,2421,2422,2423,2424,2425,2426,2427,2428,2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2434,2435,2436, 
2437,24~,2439,2440,2441,2701,2750,2769,2770,2771,2772,2?73,2774,2775,2776,2777,2776,2836,2881,2901,3w3,3094. 
3096,3097,3098,3099,3100,32M,3203,3204,3x)5,3208,3207,3208,3209,3210,3211,3212,3213,3214,3215,3216,3217,3218, 
3219,3220.3221.3222,3223,3224,3225.3226,3227.3228,3229.3230,3231.3232,3233,3234,3235.3236,3237,3238,3239,3240, 
3241,3242,3243,3244,3245,3246,3247,3517,3527,4094,4095,4096,4097,4098,4099,4100,4101,4102,4103,4104,4105,4106, 
4107,4108,4109,4110,4111,4112,4113,4114,4115,4116,4117,4118,4119,41~, 4121,41~,4123,4124,4125.4126,4127,4128. 
4172,4183.4231 

Riparian areas should be protected by a 100 fl buffer on each side of streams 

Most signrficant, however, is the lack of representation of mature riparian habitets. the rich floodplains wlth 
alluvial soils, wetlands and rivers Option 3 addresses these Issues, and provides for a greater aggregate 
representation of these critical riparian habitats 

Letter 892 
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Letter 934 

Letter 940 

Letter 940 

Letter 948 

Letter 971 

Letter 976 

Letter 981 

Letter 982 

Letter 988 

Letter 1072 

Latier 1074 

Letter 1075 

Letter 1076 

Letter 1077 

Letter 1083 

Letter 1086 

Letter 1090 

(supports Sierra Club view on) streams protected 

The plan needs stronger riparian protection guidelines. The minimum buffer zone on each slde of a stream or 
river should be 100 feet We believe notlmber cutting should occur inthese riparian buffer zones. These zones 
are the m a  crNcal habitat areas In the entire naitonal forest, wiulout question 

We believe no timber cutting should occur in these riparian buffer zones These zones are the most crliical 
habltat areas in the entire national forest, without question. 

I" concerned about deficient streamside protection (should always be a minimum of 100') 

I worry about clean water That is keeping it clean. I worry about our watershed This includes riparian zones 
The further away the timber cutting 1s away from the streams the better. 

Considering the Impact that development or limber cutNng may have on watersheds, we feel that nothing less 
than 100 yards (of buffer zone araund riparian areas) will suffice. 

To more properly protect riparian zones, the Pian should set aside minimum widths of at least 60 feet on elther 
aide for perennial streams and 30 feeifor intermitlent streams: the Plan should speclfy that cutting is permitled 
in riparian zones only to beneflt riparian-dependent species, and it should use the Forest Service's existing 
definltion of 'riparian zone: 

There should be zones of 100 feet on either side of perennial streams and 30 feet for intermittent streams in 
which no umber can be logged 

We need solid riparian protection l o  66' elther side of perennial streams. By protection I mean no harvest. 

Riparian areas need more protection 

Timber cUmng should be reshicted near streams. 

At least a 100 foot buffer should be mandaied belween any itmbering and streams lo  reduce the eroding 
sediment and pollution 

Streams have been signlficantly damaged by timber cutting and require adequate tree buffer zones to protect 
them from erosion. 

Designate a loo' wide buffer (at least) along streams to protect water flow in timber cutting areas. 

I am extremely concerned aboui the Impact that 'forest mgmt.' would have on streams. 

A 100' minimum buffer should be required on each side of a stream to protect riparian areas and prevent 
pollution of the water 

Protect your valuable streams wlth large buffer 

Letters 1081,1094,1169,1310,1314, 1981, 1982,3553. -7,3962 
Riparian areas are l o  be protected from any logging for 1 00 feet on each side of a stream, 203 for native trout 
streams. 

Limlt logging activities near streams Letter 1099 

Letter 1156 Tighten the mgmi plan's protection of our riparian areas Timber harvest should be prohibiied from at least 100 
feet on either elde of any stream in order to protect water quality and prevent erosion and degradaUon of riparian 
habrtat. 

Letter 1 161 I urge protection for more than the prescribed 1W feet on each side of a stream 2w feet seems more 
reasonable to me. wlth possibly some consideration of the size of the stream Not to complicate mailers loo 
much, but I could see logic for having the margin atone figure up10 a certain mean stream flow (15s) and a wider 
margin above that 
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Letter 1 168 

Letter 1254 

Letter 1281 

Letter 1313 

Letter 1317 

Letter 1318 

Letter 1360 

Letter 1429 

Letter 1445 

Letter 1551 

Letter t552 

Lemtr 1555 

Letter 1611 

Letter 1615 

Letter 1621 

Letter 1634 

Streams are particularly vulnerable to damage from changes in the land around them. Watersheds must be 
protected Forthis reason variable-sized riparian zones are needed, with a 1oO.foot minimum buffer. No timber 
cutting should be allowed in these areas 

Notimber~inginriparianareas.Abuffer areaofatieastMOfest8houid berequlredoneachsldeof astream. 

A 1 ODft wide, npcutting buffer strip at streamside will help prevent foullng of the rivers and streams 

Your plan does not go far enough In protectlng riparian areas. 

I support the Sierra Club's call for a 1 W f i  minimum buffer on each side of a stream Timber cutting Is too 
damaging to occur so close to sensitive waterways. 

Protection of forest water resources means adequate buffer strips of forest remain along a stream. 

Special attentlon should be given to the proteclion of streams. I M disturbed to find that the buffer zones which 
should exist in the forest along streams are not aiways lef t  Loggers encroach on these buffer zones, and the 
damage is done before FS personnel can stop It. The best and most reasonable protection is afforded by 
making these buffers wider. 

A 1ODft mlnlmum buffer should be requlred on each side of every stream. whether a full-time stream or an 
intermtttent stream 

Protect riparian areas by at least a 2w fi buffer to reduce sination 

Streams need protection on eaah slde with a buffer zone of a quarter mile where no timber cutting would be 
allowed. 

[Flaws to the draft pian include] deficient stream protection. 

There should be no logging wHhln three hundred feet on elther side of any stream 

Protect streams Bnd designate a buffer on each side within which no timber may be cut 

Riparian areas must be defined at a minimum of 1 W feet from streams, and more in sensitive area6 such as 
native trout streams. There should be no silvicultural activities in these areas 

To help maintain the water qualky of streams, at least a tOO-ft buffer should be required on each slde of the 
stream 

No timber cutting should bg allowed in riparian areas or wetlands 

Letlers 166t,1976,2189,2347 
No timber cutting should be allowed In riparian areas 

Riparian areas should be protected by a minimum 1oO.n buffer on elther side ofthe watercourse, xx)  fl on elther 
side of native trout streams. No culting should be allowed in wetlands 

I find the protection offered watersheds and streams to be weak. i would like to see your plan require a 233' 
buffer along streams in whbh no logging would be allowed. This would afford adequate protechon 10 the stream 
by decreasing siltation and enhancing water quality for the fish. 

Make sure riparian zones are geared toward protection of waterlsoil resources and not toward harvesting. 

Ail streams, including intermillent ones, should be given an absolute minimum of 1 W it of buffer on EACH side 
Such areas are sflea oi relatively high biological dlverslty and are therefore extremely sensWe to disturbance 
Lagging of any type as well as road building, should be prohibited akogether in such habnat 

Riparian protection is essential to the health of the forest Logging, d it must occur at all, must be prohiblted 
wlthin 200 yards of streams & rivers to prevent sediment run-off 

Letter 1684 

Letter 161 6 

Letter 1861 

Letter 1884 

Letter 2045 
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Lelter x148 Protect ell rlvers and streams by providing at least a 160 foot buffer zone on each side which is exempt from 
timber harvest 

No Intrusions of any kind that involve land dldurbance or habltet manlpuiation should be permitted in riparian 
ereas with the possible exception of well-evaluated effort8 to benefit rare, threatened or endangered species. 
At ieast1000feetoneachsideoflheatreamshouldbesstaside.Thlsnumberhas beenquoted by some exverb 
as being needed to ensure unharmed movement of black beam. 

I feel that when a road la constructed near a stream, a loOfoot wlde buffer strlp be observed. No timber cutting 
should be allowed within at le& 100 feet of atream. This is the only way to protect our water reaourcee. 

I believe streams should be protected In ail areas. 

No timber cming should be permitled In riparian areas, 

Logglng Is allowed in moSt riparian ereas. Only generous liner stripe and a ban on ail activitlm near perennlal 
and intermHIent dreams will proledour waters and the creaturesthat live there. Some forms of logging are even 
allowed in the atream Itself. 

Riparian areas should be protected. Maintain the current standard of 1 W feet on either slde of perennial streams 
and 30 feet on &her side of intermittent streams. Double this for streams leading into municipal water supplies. 

Do not allow logging within 100 feet of streams and roads. 

Do not build any roads or cut down trees within 100 yards of the slreama. 

No culling should be permitted anywhere near the streams or rivers in the forest There should be a buffer of 
at least Sa, feet on either slde of streams, brooks, rivers, etc 

In Riparian Areas both limber harvest and road construction may be permitted to protect or enhance riparian 
dependent resources This broad loophole coupled with the wide range of choice in establishing the olficiai 
boundary of any riparian area leaves entirely too much latitude in the field application of Management Area 18 

Letter x)60 

Letter 2081 

Letter 2066 

Letter21BS 

Letter 2215 

Letter 2232 

Lener 2242 

Letter 2280 

Letter 2285 

Lener 2308 

Letter 2308 

Letter 2308 

Letter 2308 

Letter 2319 

Letter 2327 

Letter 2380 

Letter 2355 

Letter 2366 

Letter 2498 

Letter 251 3 

Withoul] e standard minimumwidlh. adequate citizen monitoring of dreams ail too often will become meanlng- 
le88 because of lack of reliable information re riparian boundaries 

No tlmber harvesting of any kind, no road construction nor reconshuctlon, no building of newtrails of any sort 
should be permmed within a minimum distance of 100 feet on each side of any and ail perennial streams. Wnh 
this provision then any employee of the Forest Service of whatever level would know what he may not do and 
every concerned citizen would know what to expect 

What citizens want from the proposed new management pian for the George Washington Forest, as much as 
any one thing, is e reliable understanding of what we can expect or not expect to happen on the forest 

Riparian areas need special attention and no wood culling or encroachment should be tolerated at ail. 

No timber c w n g  in wetland or riparian areas. 

We are in favor ofl better protection of streams, especially those used for municipal water sources. 

I support greater protection of dreams. 

Avoid timber harvesting in riparian areas Water resources are the pre-eminent multiple use of the future. 

A 100 foot buffer should be required on each side of a stream to prolecl water quaidy. No timber should be 
allowed in these areas 

In the past the U S  Forest Service has not enforced sufficient buffer zones along lakes end streams where 
buildings, roads and timber harvesting ere prohiblted. I should thlnk that e buffer easement of 150 feet would 
be sufficient 
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Letter 2529 Protect areas adjacent to streams, leaving a substantial buffer on either side (allow no timber cuttlng in the 
buffer) 

The revised management plan should protect water quallty by malnhlning at least a 1W foot buffer along all 
streams No timber cutting should be allowed in We buffer zones. 

I support the Wilderness Society in its call for 100 f w t  buffer areas along streams and rivers-no trees should 
be cui In these areas. 

All riparlan areas should be a minimum of 100 feet wide (horizontal measurement) on each slde of all perennial 
and intermittent streams All riparian areas are off-limits i o  limber harveoting and no poltion of a riparian areas 
should be considered for Umber cutting All-terrain vehlcles (AN). off-road vehicle (OW. and four-wheel drive 
(4WD) use should be restricted from all riparian areas. 

Letter 2557 

Lener 2 6 ~  

Letter 2609 

Letters 2 6 0 9 . 3 7 0 5 , ~  

Letter 2613 

Letter 2665 

Letter 2665 

Letter 2666 

Letter 2691 

Letter 2754 

Letter 2755 

Letter 2822 

Letter 2635 

Lener 2868 

Letter 2899 

Letter 2929 

All riparian areas should be a minimum of 1Wfeetwide (horizontal measurement) on each side of all perennial 
end intermittent streams. 

Since riparian areas are often vnal migration corndors and areas of high biological diversity. a minimum 200 feet 
of butter centered on the stream should be established 

Riparian protection Is totally absent from Plan The OW will maintain no excellent management practices (EIS. 
2-19), will allow 16% of ell areas open for logging, and 2wb overstory removal (EIS, 3-36, 3.127. 5128) There 
are no set widths (EIS, 2-28) for protection and this eliminates those instigated under Interim management due 
to overwhelming public concern 

56,ooO [tons] of sediment per year es totally unacceptable (EIS. 2-47) as It will continue to choke Streams, 
decrease native fish populations and degrade the Chesapeake Bay 

Riparian areas need more protection. A 100 fi. area on each slde of streams should be protected from timber 
harvest and along natlve trout streams the area should be XK) fl on each side 

No logging or major roadbullding wlthln a hundred feet of a stream or forest wetland The lack of protection tc 
water resources and erosion control Is Unacceptable 

Riparian protecuon [should] be Inoreased to 200 feet either side of perennial streams 

All riparian areas should be protected from all harvesting for 1W' on each side Native trout streams should be 
protected for 200' on each side 

Commercial timber harvesting and A N  use should be prohibrted in riparian areas Wildlife and fisheries habitat 
enhancement projects should be permitted and encouraged in riparien areas where necessary end compatible 
wlth the Plan's mgt objectives and desired future conditions 

Protect streambeds wlth 1W feet of woodland buffer on each slde 

We recommend that logging be eliminated from the 100 foot buffer zone and that this buffer be expended to 
200 feet on either side of native trout streams Road-building should also be precluded from the riparian zone 

This alternative [#E] was not as restrictive assome other alternatives with regard to timber harvesting in riparian 
areas The Forest should be managed in such a way so as to ensure minimal soil loss 

Set minimum widths of at least sixty feel on enher side for perennial streams and thirty feet for intermittent 
streams to protect the riparian zones from logging, the Forest Plan should specify that timber cutting is 
permined in rlparlan zones only to beneffi riparian dependent species. the Forest Plan should use the Forest 
Service's existing definltion of 'riparian zone ' 
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Letter 2935 

Letters 3436,3439,3440 

We support wise mgt of riparian areas. 

Letter 3512 

Letters 3537,4241 

Letter 3516 

Letter 3553 

Letter 3567 

Letter 3608 

Letter 3619 

Lener 3626 

Letter 3629 

Lener 3656 

Letter 3699 

Letter 3701 

Letter 3705 

Letter 3709 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3710 

Watersheds and riparian areas need protection, Alternative X8 protects nelther 

lt is very important to provide more protection to the streams in the area. Municipal water supplies certainly 
omeigh logging interests. 

One hundred foot minimum no-cut or disturbance buffers on both sides of all streams, lakes, ponds and 
wetlands should be adopted as part of the preferred alternative. This is the minimum necessary to obtain 
optimum fish habhai condltlons and achieve maximum carry capacitles The 100 foot no-cut or disturbance 
buffers should replace all streamside management zones and should be the minimum requirements. subject to 
secondary objectives d establishing wind-firm buffer strip boundaries Standards to measure the success of 
streamside buffers should include fisheries habitat capablitiy and no potential for soil from earth disturbing 
activltles to reach &reams. In addltion, the suitable timber land base [in the preferred alternative] should be 
amended to remove those acres that comprise the 100 foot nc-cut or disturbance buffer zones. 

Riparian zones should be protected from logging for at leasl1W feet. 

Pleese maintain current standards for riparian areas or, better yet, strengthen current standards. 

I support Anernative 8 [wlth] better riparian protection than that offered There should be a 100 foot minimum 
buffer on eech side of streams which is not disturbed, except for fisheries habitat manipulations. Tis buffer strip 
should also apply at a 60 foot width to intermlltent dreams. Protection of our surface waters should take priority 
over all other considerations in these senslttve areas. There should be no salvage in riparian areas 

Qreater stream protection 

Timber cunlng and other silviwttural practices should not be permined in riparian areas under any clrcum- 
stances. Aminimum bufferof 100leetshould berequiredoneachsideofaslreamtoprovideforimproved water 
quality 

There is major concern regarding stream pollution resuning from road construction and timber heweeiing Any 
compromise in the to0 foot finer strip would be e major step backward in protecting streams 

I applaud your choice of An 8 One change to the drafl plan should be to increase the protection of streams, 
wtth a XKI-n riparian area 

100 foot minimum butlers should be required for streams 

Too llltle stream proteciion 

Protect stream and wer boundaries with 100-foot 'buffer zones' in which no hmber cuts shall be allowed. 

All riparian areas are off-limlls to timber harvesting and no portion of a ripanan area should be considered for 
timber outting. 

Protect riparian areas. A minimum buffer of 100 fl on each side would allow these areas to retain a viabilkj 
necessary for the diverse llfe forms of the area Unfragmented habitat must be provided throughout the forests. 

The drafl plan would unnecessarily permlt logging in certain riparian areas. In Some respects, the drafl would 
actually weaken current protective practices In these zones. There is no reason to do so, and the current 
protections should be maintained and strengthened in the final plan 

[For riparian areas,] the final plan should adopt the current practice as Rs minimum standard Moreover, certein 
riparian areas - in particular, those surrounding wild trout streams and those that feed municipal water supplies - warrant a greater increment of protection For these, we recommend that the final plan adopt the approach 
d management area3B in alternative 6 existing roads and trails should be closed and logging prohiblted wlthin 
m0 feetof these waterways 
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Letter 3710 

Letters 3720,3766, 3782 

Prohibll logging in riparian areas. 

Letter 3744 

Lener 3763 

Letter 3785 

Lener 3797 

Letter 3821 

Letter 3838 

Letter 3742 

Letter 3742 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3847 

Letter 3861 

Letter 3883 

Letter 3929 

Riparian areas must be protected from any logging wHh a minimum lM)-footwida buffer (on each side of the 
stream) in which no timber cvning is allowed. The buffer must be a least 2W feet for native trout streams. 

Protect riparian areas. Don't cut or allow equipment within 1CC-m feet of streams. 

Logging should be restricted to at least IWfeet on each side of streams and 2Wfeetfor natlvetrout streams. 

Trout streams, and all streams which lead into municipal water supplies, should be protected with a 200foot 
riparian area 

YES to providing adequate buffers for streams and NO to timber cutllng in these areas 

Streams need to be protected with buffer zones in ail sltuations. 

Alternative 8 needs to be modified to Insure that riparian zones have better than the current standards (Relying 
on assotted and varying judgments of 'desired future conddlons of riparian dependent resources' is simply not 
acceptablei) We would like to 8eetroutStreams ('cold-water streams') havemfeet of protection, at a minimum, 
100 feet for perennial streams and bener than the present 30 feet for intermittent streams 

Ail streams shown as W i d  Trow streams should be managed under MA 36 This Management Area should 
also apply to all streams which lead into municipal water supply Impoundments within the proclamation 
boundaries of the QW 

Streams which are shown on the fisheries inventory as 'Cool Water. 'Stockeb, or 'Stockable' should be 
managed under MA 19A to protect the fisheries resource and recreation experience in these riparian zones 

Pg 2-128, [Standard] X680 - The area Is unsultable for timber production. (I don't know what riparian depend- 
ent resources refers to except possibly the timber shop) 

Full protection for riparian areas x)o.foot zone on each side of stream off l imb to any timbering 

Perennial streams W f o o t  zone of protection intermittent streams loOfoot protection zone No timbering, 
roadbuilding, etc. in these zones 

Riparian areas should have full protection as provided in intermittent guidelines. Intermtitent streams receive 
same protections 

No timbering salvage or any timber management scheme may be used in riparian areas - perennial or 
intermtitent 

Riparian Areas should be unsultable for timber production 

- Protect riparian and wetland areas 

You should not allow timber cutting in riparian areas or wetlands I prefer that such areas extend 100 yards from 
the stream bank or edge of wetlands 

Timber cutting operations should not be permtited within 1W feet of any streams. not only for scenic reasons, 
but also to curb erosion of soil into the stream. 

A minimum of a 100 foot buffer should be required on each side of streams and rivers. No timber culting should 
be allowed in these areas unless by absolute necessity fcrthe welfare of the forest, e g ,for gypsy moth damage 
control, and new trees should be planted where those by necessdy have been removed 

Areas that are harvested should be more than 150 ft from streamshivers and 1W ft from Streambed runoffs that 
are dry pad of the year 
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Letter 3934 

Letter 3938 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3942 

Letter 3943 

Letter 3943 

Letter 3943 

Letter 3945 

Letter 3957 

Letter 3959 

Management opportunity should be available for terrestrial as well as aquatic organisms The standards in 
riparian management areas should allow forthe ccnshuorion and maintenance of permanent wiidiHe openings 
If such openings are required to meet management objectives and desired future condltions. Commercial 
timber harvesting and off-highway vehicle use should be prohibited In riparian areas. 

Riparian Areas: All riparian areas need to be protected wlth a buffer zone extending from 100feet on both sides 
of the streams In which no timber halvesting, road or new trail construction would be allowed. This should 
Include intermittent streams with more than one square mile drainage areas. 

Plan. Page 2-13, Paragraph 5: Should speclfy minimum buffer widths for riparian areas 

Riparian areas are especlaily important to protect from logging activity. in the prescriptlonior Management Area 
18, 4750 acres is designated suitable for timber. Ail of MA 18 should be unsuitable for timber, and no cutting 
should be done for 1w' on each side of a stream Intermittent streams should be protected 30' on each side. 
Native trout streams should be protected Mo' on each side No justdicatlon 1s given in the pian for cutting along 
riparian areas, 

Aiktarrain vehicle (All'). olf-road vehicle (ORV), and four-wheel drlve (4WD) use should be restricted from ail 
riparian areas 

Ail riparian areas should be a minimum of 100feetwide (horizontal measurement) on each side of all perennial 
and intermittent streams. 

Ail riparian areas are off-limits to timber harvesting and no portion of a riparian area should be considered for 
timber cutting 

Riparian protection needs l o  be more clearly and specifically identified in general rather than the Implied 
site-specific decision at the lime of the sale piannlng Minimal riparian zcnes of 100 feet for perennial streams 
and 30 feet for intermment streams should remain inflexible, but should be enlarged as the site-specdic sale 
might dictate 

The VA Society of Ornithology favors Alt 8: however, we would like complete protechon of a XlO-fi riparian area 
added to this ait for all streams (these are among the most productive areas for birds, including nesting 
neotropical migrants). 

I do not believe there should be any timber harvesting within a riparian ecosystems It seems that A l l  8 
emphasizes biologicalvalues but allows 18% ofthese areasto beopenfortimber halvest- higherthan any other 
Ait An addltlonai measure to protect riparian areas which we were able to implement succesduiiy for Sprout's 
Run onthe Jefferson was to create an addltionai 1Wft strip outsidethe 100ft. riparian zone In which selective 
cutting was done Understory and mid-story trees were left, quailry saw logs were harvested but hemlock and 
beech were left This gave a feathering effect which enhanced the visual qusilry from the stream and added 
valuable protection to the riparian zone. I wish this could be instituted for all streams. 

Letters 3985, 3986 
No timber harvesting should occur within a 100 foot buffer of all streams and wetlands 

No timber cutting within 500 feet of a stream 

Replace the f&h paragraph on page 2-13 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian with the following. 'Riparian areas are 
unsultable for timber production, however, limited vegetative management Is permitted d needed to meet the 
desired future conditions of riparian-dependent resources ' 

Letter 4028 

Letter 4038 

~ e t t e n  4157,4158 
Riparian areas (pertaining to the bank of a river, pond or small lake) should be protected by a 1M) ft. buffer on 
each side of streams 

The heart of many of the ecosystems IS the water supply, so I urge you lo specify in the plan that each bank 
of every stream will have a non-logged buffer zone of at least 150 feet. 

Wider riparian zones are needed-especially for perennial streams. Change the standards in Alternative 8. the 
present standards are much wiser than trying to figure what 'desired future conditions' should bell 

Leiier 4182 

Letter 4232 
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Lener 4241 The subble tlmbar land base should be amended to remove those acres that comprise the 100 foot necut or 
disturbance buffer zones 

I would like io see a riparian zone of 2MI feat for ail streams io  afford maximum protection to waier quailty, to 
aid In flood control, and for productwe avian zones. Alternative 8 needs radical improvement in nparian 
standards. 

Riparian zones to reduce soil erosion and maintain proper stream temperatures shovid be a minimum of lo0 
feet on both aides of ail atreams No Nmber cuning shouid be al lwad wlth the riparian . zones 

To address this concern, riparian areas wlth set mlnlmum widths and no timber harvesting ara prescribed In a 
number of altemaibes. Management Area prescrlptlon tQA, which Is used in Alternaiive 2, requires widths of 
IWfeet, management area prescription IQB, which Is used In Alternative 7, has rlparian widths of to0 feet on 
wild trout streams and Sfeat on other streams, while Management Area prescription IQC, used In Alternatives 
8. I t ,  and 13, doubles these widths. Management area WD, which Is used in Alternative 9, requires 2M)-foot 
riparian widths. 

In the preferred alternative, the widths of riparian management areas (Management Area 18) are determined 
using natural features of landform, soils. and vegetation, rather than set arbitrary distances This will ensure 
proteciion and enhancement of the aciuai riparian dependent resources and ecosystem functioning Even the 
narrowest riparian management areas will be protected by filter strips, shade strips, and vehicle exclusion zones 
of at least 66 feet from each bank 

Vegetative management occurs In riparian management areas only If consistent with the desired future condi- 
tion of those areas. Riparian management areas are sultable for timber management only if they are adjacent 
to suitable lands In Management Areas 13,14, 15, 16, or 17 and do not include native trout streams Moreover, 
only those portions of these riparian management areas that extend beyond 66 feet from a bank are suitable 
Selvage of dead and dying timber is allowed only on a site-specdlc basis and only d the desired future condition 
can be met Logging is not permmed in stream beds. 

Riparian areas bordering and upstream from municipal water supply resewoirs are in Management Area lBC, 
which places special emphasis on water qualHy and is classified as unsultable for timber management 
Lakeside management zones bordering these resewoirs are widened to 1 W to 2W feet. depending on land 
slope, and are also unsuttable for timber management 

lnterminent streams are protected by filter strips, shade strips, and vehicle exclusion zones of at least 33 feet 
from each bank. 

Limestone aquifers are protected by standards that Include buffers around drainages into caves, sinkholes, and 
cave collapse areas 

In Management Area 18, roads are not permmed in riparian areas except at designated crossings unless 
alternative routes have been reviewed and rejected as more environmentally damaging ATVtrails are prohibit- 
ed in riparian management areas except at designated crossings. 

Monitoring Insures that protectwe standards are implemented and effective Effectiveness of streamside man- 
agement zones for protecting streams is evaluated through monitoring of aquatic macrolnvertebrates, which 
includes habitat assessment 

Letter 4249 

Leiier 4253 

Response 

Letter lea A very general description of the desired future condition of the riparian mgl area is given in the Plan, but no 
effort is made to show how the timber harvesting would achieve this desired future condition Specifics must 
be outlined in the plan 

Measures needed to attain the desired future condttion of riparian areas will be determined on a sde speclflc 
basis 

Response 

Lene, lea MA 18 purports to define the width of riparian areas through soils, landform, and vegetation However, the 
Characteristics must be defined sufficiently so that the public can clearly know what plants will be used, what 
year floodplain, and what soils 
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Letters 2609, 3705, 3943, 
Crlteria used for defining riparian area8 by the aforementioned proteaslonais should be published 

A detailed description of the criteria for dellneallng riparian management area8 Is included In Appendix Kto the 
Revised Pian. 

Response 

Letter 1368 SolllWater/Alr~ Watershed protection should be viewed a8 a critlcal component of the mgl plan Sol1 erosion 
and stream slHation mu81 he kept at an absolute minimum. 

Watersheds are protectedthrough standards designed to minimize soil erosion and sediment, so that 1ong;term 
sol1 prcduotnriiy is mainlalned and beneficial uses of water are protected 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Wetlands and floodplains are not protected in the Pian (Plan, 16970). 

Each standard referenced implements floodplain or wetland protection. as guided by executive orders and the 
Clean Water Act 

Letter 87 On the Pedlar RD, BuenaVlstaquad, ltis recommendedthat Management Area 15 be changed10 Management 
Area 3 for the watershed Immediately above Lynchburg Reservoir. 

On the James River RD, Clfton Forge quad, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 3 for the watershed immediately above Smlth Creek Reservoir 

On the Dty River RD, Reddish Knob quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 18 be changed to 
Management Area 3 around Hearthstone Lake. 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, lt is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed lo  Management Area 
3 around Strasburg Reservoir. 

On the Lee RD, WoH Gap quad, lt is recommended that Management Area 16 be changed to Management Area 
3 around Woodstock Reservoir because that Is what this area is in alternalslve 6 

I support your Alternative 8 wlth moddlcations as follows. protect the Pounding Mill Water Supply: protect the 
water supply to Valley Ridge: protect the water supply in the McGraw Area l o  Clifton Forge 

The plan makes no specifications for walershed protection areas 

Lener 87 

Lener 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 507 

Letter 1337 

Letters 2334,3684 
MA3 should be employed to protect water quality in watersheds and riparian areas 

No acreage is provided for watershed protection, even though this Is the precise prescription and purpcse for 
which GWNF was created 

I would like to recommend the following minar changes in AR 8 in and around Amherst County' (1) Protection 
of the Buffalo Rlver and Pedlar River Watersheds from sedimentation and nutrient ennchment. These sources 
serve as the primary drinking water supplies for approximately 85,oW citizens Broad riparian protection zones 
need to be established around all tributaries of the Buffalo and the Pedlar Limit the size of timber and ORV 
activiiy areas In all portions of the watersheds not included in the protected riparian zones. 

Please place streams leading Into municipal watersheds In Management Area 30 and Management Area 3A is 
more appropriate for areas immediately surrounding municipal water supplies 

All watersheds should be protected to the fullest extent as this water will be needed in the future when water 
at lower elevations Is unsafe due to contamlnatlon caused by the local poultry Industty. 

Whichever alternative Is selected lt Is imperative that water quality In these (Buffalo and Pedlar) watersheds be 
protected Specifically, the need l o  establish broader protectian zones around ail tributaries of the Buffalo and 

Letter 2665 

Letter 3764 

Letter 3838 

Letter 3894 

Letter 4W3 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4241 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Letter 507 

Response 

Pedlar Rwers Any timber harvesting in these critical watersheds must be closely monitored and should only be 
parmkted on small tracts of land, so that the impact on the surrounding waters will be limited 

Management Area 3 on page 2-25 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian' Wa strongly recommend that this manage- 
ment area be established to provide management direction fortha municipal watersheds located on the George 
Washington National Forest. 

On the James River RD, Cldton Forge quad, it Is recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 3 above Smith 
Creek Reservoir. 

The preferred aiternative's reduction of Protected Watershed/Riparian Areas (Management Area 3) from 6.677 
acres to zaro (0) acres is a serious flaw in the draft lt is questionable whether the down grading of riparian 
protection meets the intent of the National Forest Management Act Regulation (Seo 219 27(e)) 

The preferred alternative should be amended to provide Management Area3 protection to a minimum of 35,CCQ 
acres similar to those protected in Alternative 9 

Management area prescription 3A is designed to provide special protection forthe Lktle River watershed, which 
has a history of damaged s1ream channels and debris slides. This prescription is used in Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 
10, and 12 In the preferred alternative, Lktle River watershed is managed as a Special Management Area 
(Management Area 2t), which basically maintains the unfragmented habltat, rcadless nature, and primltive 
appearanoe of the area and classifies It as unsunable for timber management 

In the DEIS, Management Area prescription 36 presoribed riparian zones as a minimum 203 feet from each 
bank The area was unsuitable for timber management. In the FEE this concept Is carried folward in manage- 
ment area prescriFon 19D, which is used in Anernatwe 9. 

In the FEIS. management area prescription 36 provides one way to protect watersheds above municipal 
reservoirs Under this management prescription, these watersheds would be designated municipal watersheds. 
for which Forest Service policy requires that the benefiting munlcipairiy be charged a fee to compensate for 
other uses foregone. Aiternatives 6,9 and t t examine a range of management area prescription 36 allocations 
in watershedsabove existing reservoirs, such as Cldton Forge, Lynchburg, and Woodstock reservoirs. One of 
these alternatives could be selected es the Revised Pian d It is idantdied as the aiternative that maximizes net 
public benefds This form of protection and additional cost to municipaldies went beyond what was needed to 
fully protect water supplies. instead, in the preferred alternative, riparian areas bordering and upstream from 
municipal water supply reservoirs are in Management Area 16C. which places speclal emphasis on water 
qualriy and is classdied 85 unsultable for timber management. Lakeside management zones bordering these 
resawoirs are widened to to0 to 200 feet, depending on land slopes, and are also unsultable for timber 
management 

Ail watersheds are managed using standards designed to protect and malntarn the beneficial uses of water, in 
compliance with the Clean Water Act. Monitoring insures that standards are implemented and are effective 

Do your best to control run-off that would add to flooding of the Jackson River 

As described in Chapter 3 of the FEE, research and analysis indicate that proposed management activltles will 
have no signdioant effects on flooding 

Letter 2823 

Response 

There is a need to allow timber harvesting wlthin riparian areas These are some of the best sdes for timber 
growth and provides some of the bestwildllfe habttats Placing these lands in a no management status will not 
allow for improvement of these very important lands. Flexibilny must be buiit into the final plan to permlt the 
on-the-ground manager to make sound decisions on these areas based on she information and resource needs 
of the areas 

Vegetative management occurs in riparian management areas 8 f  consistent with the desired future condltion of 
those areas Riparian management arees are suttable fortunber productton d they are adpcentto suttable lands 
in Management Areas 13, 14. 15, 16, or 17 and do not include native trout streams. Those portions of these 
riparian management areas that extend beyond €6 feet from a bank are suitable 
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Letter 3544 

Response 

Letter 36~) 

Response 

Alternative 3 would protect riparian areas. As an estimated 23,000 tons of sedlment are being lost per year now, 
lt is crnicai thai we put a slop l o  this loss of precious topsoil 

In the preferred alternative, riparian areas are managed In Management Area 18, which extends the full width 
of the riparian ecosystem. This ensures protection and enhancement of the actual riparian dependent re- 
sources. Vegetative management occurs in these areas only if consistent wlth the desired future condition 
Riparian areas are sunable for timber management only under very iimlted circumstances 

Watersheds are protected through standards designed to minimize so11 erosion and sediment so that long-term 
soil productivity is maintained and beneficial uses of water are protected 

Permlt vegetation manipulation in Riparian Areas for other resource needs besides just timber. 

Vegetation management is permkled to rehabilltale riparian areas and speed the recovely of the diversity and 
complexity of vegetation 

Letter 36M) 

Response 

Letter 3831 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

I support allowing cable yarding corridors In riparian areas. 

In the Revised Plan corridors for cable logging in adjacent non-riparian areas may be cut through riparian areas. 

Your final Land Management Plan must include riparian areas managed by BMP standards only 

Riparian Areas. Permlt timber harvest in these areas by thinnings and sheltemrood harvest systems Prescribe 
the use of 'Best Management Practices' and let the site specific information set the width of the area. Do not 
include intermment stream areas in riparian area designation Let the fishery biologist direct the percent of tree 
removal in the trout stream riparian zones. These are the most Important wildllfe habitat areas and also the most 
valuable timber producing areas (economics) There is no sound reason to exclude these areas from manage- 
ment activlties, including timber management Aftdicial widths should not be mandated for this, let the profes- 
sionals on the ground make the width determination for riparian areas based on site specific data. 

Alternatives 4 and 5 were deveiopedto permlt timber harvesting and other activities wlthin riparian areas to only 
be iimlted by slate best management practices (BMPs) BMPs provide the minimum protection to comply wlth 
the Clean Water Act These two alternatives are considered in detail in the FEE 

The Forest Service preferred alternative was developed to provide more protective standards for riparian- 
dependent resources and mulhple usea. Riparian management direchon in the preferred alternative reflects 
people's increasing desire for amentty values and environmental services of healthy. diverse lands and waters 

The widths of riparian management areas (Managemant Areas 18) are determined using natural features of 
landform, soils, and vegetation, rather than set arbltra'aly distances. Riparian areas are sultable for timber 
management if they are adjacent to sultable lands in Management Areas 7,11,13,14.15,16, or 17 and do not 
include nativelroutslreams Oniythose portions of these riparian areasthat extend beyond ffifeetfrom a bank 
are sultable lntermklent streams are not included in riparian area designation, but are protected by filter strips, 
shade strips, and vehicle exclusion zones of at least 33 feet, in which 50% overstoly removal is allowed 

EIS 3-126, paragraph 8 .  Add 'some' between '13' and 'riparian'. Also add The riparian area definition is even 
more restricted than at present As such, these areas will recewe negligible protection. 'This section is realiy 
weak, to say nothing 01 being false. as wrklen Again get rid of the 'enhance' biased terminology - use 'alter. 

Alternative 8 was inadvertently included in this paragraph and Is deleted in the FElS The term 'enhance' is 
appropriate here It indicatesthat any management activtty will be designed l o  hasten attainment of the desired 
future condltion needed for riparian dependent resources 
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Letter 4 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

The existing designated wilderness areas in Virginia mostly occupy the steepest, rockiest and most unwelcom- 
ing landscape for shy, widbranging species There is clearly a need for preserving mature riparian zones and 
rich floodplains wlth alluvial soils, wetlands and mainstream rivers 

Under the requirements of Chapter 7 ('Wilderness Evaluation') of the Land and Resource Management Plan- 
ning Handbook (FSH 1901 12), there are no Forest lands along alluvial mainstream rivers that meet the criteria 
for wilderness designation AHernatives 3,6,9,11, and 13 employ management area prescriptions along riparian 
areas and wetlands that achieve, to differing degrees, riparian area 'corridor ' 

2-169, Table 2-16 Should this table be referred to by one of the standards7 

This suggestion was adopted 

Letter 1429 

Response 

Letter 2319 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

The definltlon of an intermment streams should be changed from one which contains water 90% of the time, to 
one which contains water 25% of the time 

An intermittent stream is defined in the EIS glossary as 'a stream that flows seasonally in response to a 
fluctuating water table, wlth a scoured channel that is at least 3 feet wide ' This is consistent wlth generally 
accepted distinctions between perennial and intermittent streams lntermment streams are protected by filter 
strips, shade strips. and vehicle exclusion zones of at least 33 feet. 

I am concerned about the well and spring water that will be affected by increased wood cutting in riparian areas, 
road building, herbicide spraying and so on 

Forest management activities do not measurably impact the groundwater resources Sinkholes, aquders, public 
water sources, lakes. wetlands, and streams are protected from herbicides by means of restrictive standards 

EIS 3.127. paragraph 4. This entire paragraph IS a vague, biased mess What does 'maintain the desired future 
condltion' mean? How were the SMZ figures arrived at- what biological crlteriafor20%. 66feet, etc? Statements 
that gloss over the impacts of logging, such asthe last sentence in this paragraph, do not belong in an official 
document What are the environmental impacts of altering species composition. commundy structure, and 
ecological function in riparian areas through timber harvesting? Nowhere does it state that 15.817 acres of 
riparian area?, under A l t  6 are open to timber harvesting ~ Say so 

This paragraph has been revised in the FEIS to reflect changes in standards for Management Area 16 which 
place further restrictions on timber harvesting in riparian areas In the DEIS, ltwas estimated that only 16 percent 
of riDarian areas were suitable fortimber manaaement This ~ercentam is further reduced to5% in the FElS (see 
Table 3.9). 

- - 

Letter 4057 

Response 

The George Washington National Forest should nominate eligible streamsfortier three waters designation and 
assure that the management of these streams meets the state(s] standards 

A decision was not made in the Revised Plan on nomination of these streams Forest standards insure that 
management of these streams meet State water qualdy standards and anti-degradation policies 

Letter 4219 

Response 

Standard 966 allows up to 50% overstory removal along intermment streams We strongly oppose this standard 
Current management allowsfor notimber harvesting within30feetof intermittent streams This standard should 
be retained in the Pian 

The specdied streamside management zones should provide adequate protection for these streams Along 
intermment streams that are tributaries of wild trout streams. timber harvests ore not allowed dthe desired future 
condition of the downstream wild trout stream would be adversely affected 
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Letter 4241 Crucial to maintaining landscape diversky in this region would be protecting the integrity of large watershed 
systems 

The lntegrtty of watershed systems is provided for and maintalned through management area allocations and 
standards specific for riparian areas and water quallty 

Response 

Laner 4268 Plan. For all management areas, constructlon of taciilties (recreational, picnic areas and parking lots, roads, 
etc) near straams and rimrs and wnhin riparian areas should be avoided 

Standards specify that roads ara located outside riparian areas unless alternate looations have been reviewed 
and relected as being more environmentally damaging Trails and campsites are located, constructed, and 
maintained so as to cause minimal resource damage are closed and rehabilttated OHWATV trails are prohiblted 
in riparian areas except at designated crossings. Practicable alternatives must be developed and evaluated for 
proposed actions Involving wetlands and floodplains. 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Plan - To supplement the information contained in the standards 312 and 313, EPA recommends that language 
be included which ensures compliance with appropriate state and federal laws regarding activnies in streams 
and wetlands, etc 

Standards speclfy that, in any project, water quality is protected through use of standards that meet or exceed 
state Best Management Practices, and that the Forest stays current with state Best Management Practices. 
Additional standards require protection of floodplains and wetlands in accordance wRh Federal law and 
executive orders 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Pian - EPA recommends that ail timber roads be closed and revegetated once the timber removal has been 
completed Monitoring of soil erosion and sedimentation should be achieved 

The Revised Plan statesthat new local roads ara closed and managed as linear wildlife openings when resource 
activlty is completed. unless the road is needed for recreational use To assess soil erosion, the Revised Plan 
calls for monitoring of percent bare soil. The effects of sedimentation will be assessed through monitoring of 
aquatic macroinvertebrates 

Pian ~ In most cases, EPA prefers bridging over culverts for stream crossings Fords are strongly discouraged 
due to the potential for degradation of the streambed and associated impacts to water quailty, benthic inverte- 
brate populations and other attrlbutes If culverts are to be used. EPA recommends box culverts which maintain 
a natural streambed 

Standards specify that, genarally, permanent structures or temporary stringer bridges on permanent abutments 
are provided when crossing wild trout streams, and that fords are not used in any trout streams wlthout 
sitespecific environmental analysis Gravel is applied on approaches to fords and on portions of roads on either 
side of stream crossings that would potentially contribute sediment to the stream 

Letter 4288 

Response 

Plan. EPA recommends that sediment fences be used to control sediment to the streams at road crossings 

Sediment fences and other types of sediment traps are prescribed in the Revised Plan 

Letter 4268 Plan - EPA questions the standard whlch limits the 'use of construction equipment in streams to the amount of 
time absolutely essential for completion of the proiect' This leaves much room for Interpretation EPA also 
recommends that seasonal timing of construction to avoid spawning and nesting of aquatic resources 

This standard establishes the principle of minimizing adverse impacts on streams Because of the varied nature 
of possible projects. it is Impossible to make this standard more specific concerning time limltations without 
beina too restrictive on some Droiects and too Permissive on others Standards provide seasonal restrictions for 

Response 

- . .  
stream disturbing activities in trout streams 
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Leiier 4268 Plan - EPA questions the description which states that 'riparian-dependent resources are actively managed 
toward providing self-maintaining habltats that will maintain the desired future condition for riparian-dependent 
resources.' k is dmicuk to determine what this may entail and the potential impacts associated wlth such 
management. 

When sutveys of riparian areas indicate that aspects of the dslred future condltion are deficient, actions may be 
taken to accelerate progress toward the desired future condition. The nature of these activities will be deter- 
mined through project level analysis. 

Response 

Leiier 4268 Plan - EPA recommends that the vehicular exclusion zones be expanded from 68 fi to 1W fi, especially on 
steeper slopes. This will reduce the potential for sol1 erosion and sedimentation to streams. and consequently 
reducing the need for mnigation for such Impacts. 

Vehicle exclusion zones are expanded to 100 to2oofest, depending on slope, on lakeshores of munlclpal water 
supply resetvolw. 

Response 

Letter 4268 Plan - EPA recommends that intermntent streams be afforded minimal protection by adopting the buffer zones 
as for perennial streams 

The specdied zones should provide adequate protection for these streams Along interminent streams that are 
tributaries of wild troutstreams, timber halvests are not allowed dthe desired future condltion of the downstream 
wild trout stream would be adversely affected. 

Response 

BIODIVERSITY: Management Indicator Specles 

Letter 3981 EIS. 5138. The management indicator species selected are inadequate. Some are such generallsls and 
opportunists that they thrive in avarlety of habliats (such as deer, flicker, and wlld turkey) and so are nondiag- 
nostic of environmental degradation. Appropriate indicators would be those most likely to disappear from 
habltat Islands (such as bear), those most sensitive to human disturbanoe, specialized feeders, creatures high 
on the food chain, and those dependent on dispersed resources - such as raptors, cougar, rlver otters, 
freshwater mussels, various salamanders, ground-nesting songbirds, neotropical migrants. cove hardwood 
understory flora, fungi from mesic habltats. 

EIS 5186. paragraph 4 -Are these areas requirements for Individuals. populations or what? 

These minimum area requirements refer to populations of the species indicated. 

Leiier 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS: 5139. paragraph3-This speaksofthe'ideal rotation age'for deer andturkey habltat Ideal forwhom? How 
Is this determined? What are the ecological crlteria and constraints and Impacts from such a course of action? 

These ages were determined In cooperation with theVirginla Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and the 
West Virginia Department of Natural Resources and are Ideal for deer and turkey management. 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS. 5141, Table 3-34 - Since the 'ideal rotation age' for bear and turkey is the same. why is Alternative 3 X1 
for bear, but #7 for turkey carrying oapacity? These numbers as presented are based on such nebulous 
supposltions that this table needs to be greatly amended and elucidated or thrown out 

The rotation age may be the same butthe mixiure of stand ages and conditions which provide optimum carrying 
capacity are different 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 5138. paragraph 6 . The statement 'All alternatives provide large quanilties of habltat for these species' 
Is obviously false The ddferences in quantity and quailty of habltat between Aiternatlves needsto be thoroughly 
disoussed, the table Isn't enough Sentence 4 is not accurate. Revisewtih 'The result in virtually all of the Forest 
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is the development of habltat for all species Including those that require remote habitats and large undlsrupted 
are88 A shmlng mosaic of seral stages and tree ages provides forthe habnat requirements of all oommunlties 

This paragraph has been re-written Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Response 

Letter 3981 EIS: 3139, Table 2-33 - Thls is entirely misleading and inaccurate. How can Alternatlve 3, which gets rid of 
logging, game management. and road construction, have only 87% of Its lands to be free from continued 
disturbance? Thls Is even less than Alternative 8 Thls table misrepresents Alternative 3 and needs to be 
changed 

Table 3.33 In the OElS has been replaced by Table 3-39 in the FEIS whloh displays the amount of 'Relatlveiy 
fragmented habltar and 'relatively unfragmented habltat' in each alternative. 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3-1 40, paragraph I -Sentence 2 needs to be amended. Add to end (after 'Alternative 3 provides the leasr) 
'amount of artlfioially fabricated early successional habltat, but the most naturally developed habitat of thls 
type: As now wrMen thls section leads one to believe that under Alternative 3 there would somehow be a 
'shortage' of early successlonai habltat. Thls is simply notirue. 

Management allowed by Alternative 3 during the 10 l o  15 year span that this pian will be in effect will provide 
the lowest amount of early successional habitat. This 1s simply due to the fact that the naturally occurring 
disturbance regime for the forests In this region will not create more early successional habitat than any other 
alternative. 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 8140, paragraph 2 -This section is misleading We are lead to believe that somehow roads and tlmber 
harvests are better for black bean than leaving their homelands alone. Robert Gibs, perhaps the state's 
preeminent wildlife biologist has called the black bear '...one of the Ea& few remaining truly wilderness 
species' while Forest service documents state that the best bear habitat In the state 1s the Shenandoah National 
Park [no limber salesi) and Crawford Mountain [roadless areal) I want the record to state 88 much, and not just 
the one-sided view as presented now What studies were used to recommend a rotation age of 135 yean? How 
is thls better than undisrupted habltat? What biological criteria (not commerclan were used for thls determlna- 
lion Oocumentation please. 

As stated. the black bear 1s an opportunlstic species that can thrive In a variety of habitats The Shenandoah 
National Park does not allow hunting whloh 18 probably the main reason why R has a higher bear density. The 
Park does not harvest timber, but due to the long linear nature ofthe Park many, II not most, beers in this area 
have ample opportunity to access adjacent areas where early successional habltat resulting from timber 
harvests, orchards, and farms Is aveilabie Freedom from disturbance by open roads and hunting is probably 
the single biggest factor affecting bear densities, not lack of sultabie habltat The recommended rotation age 
of 135 years 18 from studies carried out by Virginia and West Virginia wiiditfe agencies They may be contacted 
for addltional information 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3-140, paragraph 3 . Here we are told of the importance of 'controlled road densities for biological 
purposes.' This is entirely inadequate Full disclosure of the effects of each elternatlves program of road 
construction. road clcsure, and maintenance of the present road system on blodiverslty at all scales Is neces- 
sary 

The FEIS displays the cumulative effects of all management practlces inherent in the formulation of each 
alternative lt does not differentiate the effects of specific management practices on the environment 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3-141, paragraph 1 - In sentence 2, what 'desired regeneration (species composition) goals 'are being 
referred to here? The numbers of deeR How are the desired goals determined for each alternative? What are 
the ecological standards and criteria for these judgements? What of economic losses due to deer predation on 
adjacent farms? 

The desired regeneration and species composition goals referred to here relate to vegetational composltion, not 
l o  deer or other wiidllfe 

Response 
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Letter 2380 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 2754 

Response 

Letter 146 

Response 

Letter 4066 

Response 

Letter 4066 

Response 

Letter 296 

[we are In favor ofj more plants and animals to be protected in 48 areas which total more than 51,000 acres 

The Revised Plan oontains an increased acreage in Management Area 4 

After reviewing MA 4 boundanes, we feel that many of these boundanes were designated wlthout conducting 
appropriate surveys to determine d these special values are present 

This is an incorrect assumption The Forest has accurate. up lo  date SUN~Y of these areas Corrections have 
been made to boundaries 

Mount Pleasant [should] be added to the list of 48 special biological areas that will proteot unique plants and 
animals 

The special biological areas Included in Management Area 4 consist of unique plant and animal communities 
recommended by the Natural Heritage Programs of the CommonweaHh of Virginia ar the State of West Virginia, 
the USDl Fish & Wildide Service or the USDA Forest Service for special management None of these agencies 
have recommended Mount Pleasant for inclusion in Management Area 4 

The draft plan has created 46 areas totalling more than 51 .wO acres to protect the special biological resources 
of fare plants or animals This represents a great improvement wer the discredited 1986 plan, which proposed 
to protect only one area for IIS unique plants or animals 

The establishment of special biological areas is one of the best examples of how Alternative 8A is using an 
ecological approach to management 

We strongly urge the GWNF to Implement the Special Biological Area that contains all tracts above 3400' 
elevation This single designation wlli help to insure the long-term protection of an important vertebrate species, 
the Cow Knob Salamander 

In a separate action, the Forest Service has assisted the USDl Fish and Wildltfe Service in the preparation of a 
'pre-listing' recovely plan for the Cow Knob Salamander along the Shenandoah Mountain. The hopeful resuk 
of this consewation strategy will be no further consideration of ihe Cow Knob Salamander as a candidate for 
federal listing under the Endangered Species Act 

The USDl Fish and Wildlife Service has been added as a 'cooperating agency' In the preparation of the FEIS 
They provided informatvan and expertise on the Cow Knob Salamander and ensured that provisions of the 
pre-listing recovery plan were incorporated into the Revised Plan 

The Maple Fiats area, with its mosaic of sinkhole ponds, is rich in herpetofaunal (and plant) biodiversdy H 
oontains the only known viable population of the endangered Tiger Salamander in Virginia The ponds and the 
surrounding forest habltat Is crucial tothe continued survival of this species and Its assoclates. We urge that this 
area be designated a Research Natural Area and be off l imb  to any future timber harvest This senstlive area 
should also be periodically patrolled by law enforcement to insure that no illegal aotivities are taking place 

Maple Flats has been recommended to the Chief as a Research Natural Area No Actlon has been taken on this 
recommendation, however the Forest Service believes that this designation will be forthcoming Refer to the 
Introduction to Management Area 4 in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan for more discussion on this subject 

MA4 Special Biological Area (SSA) status does not provide adequate protection from high-tmpact activities and 
certain uses with irreversible consequences 
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Lener 2050 

Letter 3537 

Lener 3537 

Lener 3665 

Letter 3665 

Letter 3981 

Letter 4241 

Lener 4241 

Response 

Lener 1357 

Lener 1612 

Lener 1845 

I am especially pleased to see Special Biological Areas addressing the needs 01 non-game species. 

The Heritage Program's slte reports and ecological justdicetion for proposed Research Natural Areas (RNA) and 
Special Interest Areas @!A) on the GW should provide the nstlonal siandard for addrasslng Threatened. 
Endangered. and SensWe Species in all future management plans. We drongly urge the Forest Servioe to 
Implement all of the Herltage Program's recommendations for designation, management. and Natural Areas 
ReglMry of proposed RNAs and SlAs 

The Wilderness Society supports the designation of RNAs and S!As to help protect the region's ecosystem 
diverslty 

Areas wlth non-threatened and endangered species should receive proleolive management l o  assure they not 
become weakened 

Designate six Research Natural Areas recommended 

EIS 3142, paragraph 4 - ft Is dated Special Elological Areas also provide a solid foundation for maintaining 
biological diversity on the Forest A plethora of evidence indicates otherwise (see Saunders et a1 for a start) 
Small isolated fragments ere not a solid foundation, Strike this sentence. 

We strongly urge the Forest Service to implement all 01 the Herltage Program's recommendations lor designa- 
tion. management, and Natural Areas Registry of proposed RNAs and SIAs 

The Wilderness Society supports the designation of RNAs and SlAs to help protect the region's ecosystem 
diverslty 

The Forest Service recognizes the need lo  manage unique natural communlties and occurrences of threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive FES) species with separate management areas and specilic standards The pre. 
lerred alternative includes Management Area 4 contains special interest areas wlth biological values Specdlc 
common standards are also included for caves andTES species In many cases these communlties and species 
are not found on private land and the Forest Service welcomes the opportunity to manage and malntaln these 
unique elements of biodiversity on pubiio lands lor the benefit of all people These Biological Areas provide a 
solid foundation for maintalning biological diversity on the Forest and will be managed for that purposa 

I do no1 support Big Levels as a Research Natural Area 

I support All 8 except for Big Level Research National Area I want to continue to manage Big Levels, 3 Ridges. 
and Priest as currently uhlized 

I support the #B proposal except the portion dealing with Big Levels in Augusta County. The 7000 acres 
designated to become a research area in the Big LevelslSt,. Mary's is an excessive amount of lend to remove 
from public use Please reduce the size 01 your research area 

Letters 1888.1889,1906,1863,1964.1965.1966.1967,2106,2107,2108.2109.2110,2111.2112,2~13,2114,2115,2116,2117,2118, 
2119,2120.2121,2122.2123,2124.2125.2126,2127.2128.2404.2405,2406.2407,2408.2409,2410,2411,2412,2413,2414,2415, 
2416,2417,2779,2780,2781,2782,2783,27&1,2785.2786.2787,2788,2789,2790.2791,27~.2793,2794,3114.3115,3116,3t17, 
3118,3119.3151.3152.3153.31~,3155,31~,3157,3~58,31~,31~,3161,3162,3163,3164.3165.31~,3167,3168,3169.3170, 
3171,3172, 3173,3174,3175,3176,3177,317~~3179,3180~3181~3182.3183~31&1~3~85~4076~4077,4078~4079,~, 4081,4082 

The consideration of tho Big Levols lor a potential Research Nntural Area (RNA) Is an option w0 are completely 
opposod lo We feel the potential restnct,ons as listed in the dran plan (pages 254 and 2-35) will severely restrct 
the tradltional rocrealional uses (hsklng, hunting, fishing. driving, etc ) 01 this vory popular area Aner consider- 
ing all the options. we recommend that tho Big Levols be managod under Management Option 14, 15, or 16. 

I do not egreo with the Research Natural Area proposal for this area [Big Loveis] I would liko io seo this area 
used in the same way it hes boen in years past 

Lener 1895 

Leners i953,i9%. 1955,tgs. i9~7,1958. i9~9, x)67,2068,2758,3058,3i46 
I rocommend Big Levels be managed as a 'managed lor wildlde habltal area. as dofined under management 
opt,on #'s 14, 15. 16 I am opposed lo dosignaling Big Levels as a Research Natural Areas (RNA) lor the 
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Letter 1980 

Letter 2694 

LeRer 2768 

Letter 2918 

LeRer 2918 

Letter 3853 

Letter 3853 

Letter 3927 

Letter 3953 

Response 

following reasons: A. RNA could have an adverse effeci on how thls area 1s used. b RNA could limR or prevent 
handicap access c. RNA would greatly curtail recreational acreage and options 

Recommend Big Levels be managed as a'managed-for-wildllhabttai area' as defined under mgi. options 
14,15,16. I am opposed to designating Big Levels as an RNAforthe following reasons R is possiblethat under 
RNA, the amount of usage in Big Levels could be deemed excessbe for an RNA area and ultimately closethe 
area to the public: RNA could limd or prevent handicap access, RNA would greatly curtail recreational acreage 
and options 

My most specific objeolion to the plan is managing the Big Levels area as a special interest area, and more 
Importantly, Its proposal for future designation 88 a Research Natural Area This would completely change the 
hlstorlcal use of the Big Levels area. This area of 7wO acres Is conslderably larger, and almost unheard of, for 
designation as a RNA I question the motives behind this deslgnation 

I don't recommend Big Levels as a Research Natural Area for the following reasons. R N A  could have an 
adverse eftect on how this area Is used Amount of usage In Big Levels wuld be deemed excessive for an R N.A 
area and uitimateiy closethe areatolhe public. R N A. could limn or prevent handicap access and would greatly 
curtail recreational acreage and options 

Oppose New Proposed Bid Levels Designation (RNA). 

To totally close the area (an euphemism for 'restrid foot travel'?) would be an Inlustice to me and the few 
hundred area residents 

The proposed Management changes upsets me To totaliy close the area (an euphemism for 'restrict f od  
travel'?) would be an injustice to me and the few hundred area residents who have grown up wlth this hertiage 
and use the area often 

Oppose new proposed Big Levels designation (RNA). 

I am opposed to [Big Levels as a Research Natural Area] for the following reasons. 

1 it goes against the traditional uses of the area 
2 It reduces management options 
3 R reduces access for the Handicapped and the Elderly person 
4 The area proposed is much larger than other Research Natural Areas 
5. n drastically reduces the amount of recreational acreages 

W0 are opposed to long range plans forthe Big Levels areas (Kelly Min etc) beccmlng LARGE Research Areas 
Since human activtiy (except for researchers) would be dlscouraged, excess wildlife from lack of hunting would 
create unnecessaly damage problems for neighbors of the area. 

The Revised Plan recognizes the Big Levels area as a Special Interest Area (SIA), Management Area 4, and 8s 

a candidate for possible designation as e Research Natural Area (RNA). Boundary changes have been incorpo- 
rated between draft and final which better reflect past management practices and uses along wnh public input 
concerning the area Nelther designation of the area as a S!A, nor perhaps rts future designation as a RNA, will 
affect traditional uses as they now occur such as hunting, berry-picking, hiking, or fishing These designstions 
will not affect access for these activities, as d Is now allowed Travel by foci is allowed throughout the area and 
by motonzed vehicle on open roads 

Additionally. the Bald Mountain Road (FDR 162) is one of the OHV routes in Management Area 11 As such. d 
will be managed as an open road to provide O W  opportunlties 

Latter 296 

Letter 296 

That portion of Laurel Fork which is suned for a Research Natural Areashould be studied and so designated 

Laurel Fork, as a single und, qualifies as a MA4NResearch Natural Area (RNA) inasmuch as d includes some 
of the best remaining habtiat for many state-rare species and the federally-listed Northern Flying Squirrel Laurel 
Fork is one of the few red spruce areas east of the Allegheny Front In Virginia, and the distribution of b spruce 
stands 'is similar i o  the distributton which existed before human influence ' 
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Lener 296 The Draft Pianfailstorecommend Locust Springs Run for incluslonintheMA4AIRNAstatus despitethe Heritage 
Program's find of 16 5 1  to 5 3  species, on SU species (Status Uncertain) and 5 2  slatus for the red spruce 
northern hardwood forest itrre& Nenher the Draft nor the EIS offers any explanallon for this decision 

The GWNF should spell out explicitly the standards by which the Slabcamp and Bearwailow RNA are to be 
managed during the RNA study period and Its Final Plan 

Laurel Fork, in addtion, compares favorably with the three Roadless Areasthe Draft recommends for wilderness 
study on all other wilderness crneria. evidence of man's Influence is mlnimal; the area appears natural: no 
privete holdings exlst, roadwork is minimal, capability, manageability and availability are ail compalible wlth 
wilderness status. What distinguishes Laurel Fork from the three recommend wilderness-study areas is b 
unparalleled concentration of ETS species. 

Vlrglnia Natural Heritage Program states that Laurel Fork contains the finest examples of northern boreal natural 
community complexes withln Virginia, and is the only representative of the Allegheny Plateau Ecoregion within 
the CommonweaHh. For many specles of animals and plantsthis proposed SIA (Special Interest Area) Is the only 
ocourrance for Nle slate. 

I am opposed to MA9 status for the eastern half of Laurel Fork. The entire parcel should be designated as 
MA4/SWLaurei Fork with the addtions and deletions of mgt. prescriptions I outlined in my earlier letter. I 
support RNA status for Beatwailow Run, Slabcamp Run and Locust Springs Holler (below the campsite) 

While Laurel Fork Is not a perfectly homogeneous ecosystem, it is a reasonably integrated one ER species are 
found on bolh sides of the sheam, and non-plant ETS species use bolh areas MA 9 status is less reshichve and 
less protaotlve than MA 4. Activities that would be permiited in MA 9 would affect the biological communtty both 
there and on the MA 4 western side of the stream. Before implementing the MA 9 siatus, I request that the FS 
undertake a site-speclfic inventory (by species, prevalence and placement) of ETS species in the entire Laurel 
Fork tract. Absent such an Inventory, the MA 9 proposal is premature and of questionable validity 

Lacking a she-specilic inventory and analysis that would iustiiy MA9 status for the eastern half of Laurel Fork, 
I urge the FS to manage the entire 10,Wacre tract as MA4/SBA. with RNA status for the three runs on the 
western side 

That por(ion of the Forest known as 'Laurel Fork' which includes Slab Camp Run, Bear Wallow Run and Locust 
Springs, has been allocated to Special Management Area deslgnatlon as part of Management Area 21 in the 
preferred akernative. The unique biological features in this area are given special consideration for manage 
ment. 

The Slab Camp/Beaiwallow drainages west of Laurel Fork are considered candidate areas for possible RNA 
deslgnation 

Refer to the discussion in Chapter 2 (under the heading ISSUE 1 BiODiVERSW') and in Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Plan, under Management Area 21 

Lelter 296 

Letter 296 

Letter 296 

Lener 3824 

Lener 3824 

Letter 3824 

Response 

Letter 296 

Letter 296 

Letter 298 

Letter 296 

Letter 296 

The actual number of ETS species in Laurel Fork Is at least 37-48 percent higher than the 25 species listed in 
the Draft EIS 

None of the other 25 Roadless Areas suNeyed in the EIS approaches the 37 ETS confirmed species in Laurel 
Fork 

Laurel Fork contains 26 percent of the ETS species listed in the Drafl EIS for the GWNF as a whole. 

It is incumbent on the GWNF to use andlor provide an accurate, field-based count of ETS plant species found 
In the Laurel Fork area alone. 

Some 66 percent of the ETS species in the Warm Springs Distriot are found in Laurel Fork, and 40 percent of 
ETS species for the GWNF as a whole are l o  be found there 
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Leiier 296 

Letter 296 

Leiier 296 

Letter 296 

Response 

Leiier 2664 

Response 

Letter 3537 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

R Is imperative for the GWNF to provide an accurate, field-confirmed total of non-plant ETS species In the Laurel 
Fork erea This number is likely to show that a slgndicant portion of non-plant ETS species In the GWNF are 
found In Laurel Fork And some portion of these are likely to found nowhere else 

Virginia Natural Heritage Program lists ten species in Laurel Fork that do not appear in the EIS. 

Laurel Fork contains 33 of the 140 GWNF's ETS species-or 24 percent-Identified in the GWNF as a whole. 

The Draft EIS fails to include in ks list of 'endangered. threatened and senskive' species eight such species that 
Theodose discovered in her Laurel Fork field research 

The Revised Plan recognizes the meny unique biological features of the Laurel Fork Roadless Area The Forest, 
in oooperation with the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage and unlversty researchers, have included many 
species which occur here on the Forest list of threatened, endangered, and sensrtive (TES) species This area 
contains the largest concentralion of TES species on the Forest However, some species formerly considered 
rare or unique to Virginia are not on the list of TES species They were not listed due to recent Inventory 
information provided by the Virginia Division of Natural Herhqe. or they did not meet the necessary orlteria for 
addnion to the list 

Special interest areas and special management areas should be kept to a minimum size needed to proted 
unique features and to allow flexibility for future management changes The W F  does not believe that this 
flexibilky is maintained in the Drafi Plan 

The Forest worked with appropriate state, federal, and private organizations in order to determine boundaries 
for special Interest areas and special management area Designated boundaries and management area 
standards allow for the flexibility needed for management 

Money should be requested in the GWs budget to support biological diversity Inventories for rare species and 
their habitat, with funds so allocatedto develop management plans for identlfied Special Biological Areas Since 
the Natural Heritage Programs have inventoried only about 10% of the OW'S acreage, financial support for 
fieldwork and management plans would hele ensure the identification and Protection of an lmeortant COIYDC- 
nent of the region's biological diversity 

The budget presented in the Revlsed Plan will support biological dwerslty Inventories and subsequent manage. 
ment. Refer to the threatened. endangered and sensitive species (NFTE) section of the budget in Appendix F 
of the Revised Plan 

SIX areas have been identdied as potential candidates for 'Research Natural Areas' These areas are currently 
categorized, under Alternative 8, as 'Special Biological Areas' What concerns me Is the possible lack of public 
input should such formal classllloation be made Perhaps some clarlficabon could b e  made in the final version 
of the Forest Plan regarding this classlfication process 

The designation of any area as a research natural area requires a decision by the Chief of the Forest Service 
As such, it is beyond the scope of the revision The Revised Forest Plan, in oompliance with the NFMA 
Regulations, only recommends areas for wilderness study This subject is discussed in more detail in the 
Process paper Incorporation of the NFMA Requirements on Research NaturalAreas info the Revision of the Land 
and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest 

Letter 1066 

Response 

We feel that the proposed plan for the presetvation of the existing bog or marsh areas off Peters Mill Run (west 
side) IS. as we understand It, too severe While we have no qualms with the presetvation in belf, It could be 
protected wkhoui closing off as large an area as discussed 

Boundaly changes have been incorporated between draft and final which beiier reflect past management 
practices and input from agencies and the public concerning this area 
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Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 3843 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Lener 1% 

Response 

Letter 735 

Response 

Letter 2773 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Biological areas should exclude roadbullding. reconstruction and salvage sales in order to protect this habitat 
(Plan 2-27, 2-29) 

Refer to Chapter 3, Management Area 4, of the Revised Plan 

Place %foot wide buffer zones, that are protected from logging operations and roadbuilding, around areas 
designated as Special Biological Areas 

Plan - EPA recommends that the Management Area 4 include e guideline which will prohibn incompatible 
activlties along the borders of the SBA's This will help to ameliorate cumulative Impacts which may degrade 
the area over time 

The Forest Wildlife Biologist and Botanist have worked carefulty wdh the Virginia and West Virginia Natural 
Heriiage Programs and USDl Fish 8 Wildlife S e ~ i c e  to define the locehons of the biological areas in Manage 
men1 Area 4 Necessary 'buffers' are bulk into Management Area 4 

Roads are allowed to be buiiito reach the boundaries of research natural areas (p 2-35 of plan) subjecting them 
to Incursions by O m s  Even in Management Area 9, which IS classified as 'remote and isolated,' 'existing roads 
may continue to be used' (p 243). 

The existence of a road near or adlacent to the boundary of a RNA does not mean it will be intruded upon by 
illegal ORV activity The use of ORVs and ATVs are limlted to designated routes and any illegal us0 will be 
subject to appropriate law enforcement regulations 

I feel d would be appropriate to safeguard LMIe Cove Creek and other remnant stands of unusually large old 
trees by placing them in MA 4 as Special Biological Areas along with Staton's Creek and Little Irish Creek 
Additional such areas which I refer to as virgin forest of which I em aware are ihe midsections of Rocky Branch 
and Indian Creek, both in the Mt. Pleasant Area, the lower section of the west branch of Shoe Creek, and the 
upper section of Harper's Creek Designation as Special Biological areas under MA 4 would receive lmie or no 
opposdion from user groups while awarding a substantial degree of protection from disturbance (Rough 
preliminary boundaries ara enclosed ) 

The Revised Plan allocates these areas to Management Area 4,8.13, or 21, The management of these areas 
is consistent wtth providing for old growth development and maintenance 

Under the 'Research Natural Area' designation public recreation use is discouraged, or even prohibtted. I 
assume this includes hunting and fishing activities. Vehicular use is prohibited, and roads possibly 'closed and 
obliterated' I object to these provisions 

The standards referred to by this comment apply to the Little Laurel Run RNA which was established in 1938 
Hunting and fishing are allowed. Vehicular use is prohibited, however, no open roads currently existwlthin the 
area If other areas of the Forest are designated as RNAs, the pen uses and management Dractices are taken 
into account as plans are developed under which the area is to be managed 

of the six areas, I am familiar with the Skidmore area It's inclusion as a candidate for Research Natural Area 
is due. i suspect, to the existence of the Cow Knob Salamander The Skldmore region also has some really nice 
old growth hemlocks Both hemlock and salamander flourish in splte of man's presence in this area Hunting, 
four-wheeling (Slate Springs Road), hiking and camping are qulte popular. In fact, the Flagpole Knob area has 
very heavy 'party' usage, as well as amateur radio 'field day' activlties Yet Bobcat sign, which could be 
considered a wilderness 'indicetot, is qude prevalent along the ridge-tops 

The inclusion of the Skidmore area as e candidate for possible designation as a RNA is not due to the existence 
of the Cow Knob Salamander It is due to the overall uniqueness of the Skidmore Fork watershed and oondltion 
of the forests in this area The Revised Plan recognizes this special interest area on Shenandoah Mountain as 
Management Area 4 which allows for continued dispersed recreational activities including those along Slate 
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Springs Road. The presence of the bobcat sign you mention Is a reflection of habitat quality and management 
which has occurred and will continue in this area. 

Letier 2273 

Letter 2273 

Response 

As existing management plans have proven sufhclent to maintain the uncommon biological resources In this 
area, It appears likely that the designation under 'Special Biological Area' would only improve the situalion 
There does not appear to be an ovewhelming mandate to place these areas wlthin the even mora restrictive 
classlcation of 'Research Natural Area' It Is even possible, due to factors which we don't fully understand. that 
tha exclusion of man's activtties from these areas could have a detrimental effect on the very resource8 we 
desire to protect 

The principles of 'natural selection' may mean that in time soma species may become extinct #the Cow Knob 
salamander cannot evolve to survive man's presence, then maybe R should pass away To exclude man and 
his traditional activities from portions of the National Forest wlthout any substantial scientrfic evidence to back 
lt up would be completely unwarranted 

it is true that extinction is a naturally occurring process in the evolution of species and ecosystem processes on 
Earth However, to say that a species deserves to become extinct il It cannot s u ~ i v e  man's presence is a belief 
that very few have In our society This most basic of moral tenants manifested &=.If with the passage of the 
Endangered Species Act In 1973 The Forest Service, as policy, will maintain viable populations of all native and 
desirable non-native plants and animals on the Forest This does not mean that man and his associated 
actnuties will be excluded from all portions of the Forest 

Letter 3643 

Response 

Letter 3951 

Response 

~~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

The Department commends the Forest Service for their foresight in establishing the 48 Special Biological Areas 
We believe the preservabon of these unique habRat areas is an effective method for maintaining blodiverslty 
within the GWNF. R is recommended that these Special Biological Areas be bordered with 200-foot wide buffer 
zones that would be protected from logging operations and road building Buffer zones, which are especially 
important for protecting riperian and wetland areas, would also be essential for maintaining water quallty In 
these aquatic habitats 

In drawing the boundaries of the Special Interest Areas (Management Area 4) appropriate buffers were included 
within the areas as designated and shown in the anached maps ofthe Revised Plan Riparian and wetland areas 
will be buffered by a filter strip, shade strip, or vehicle exclusion zone of at least 66 feet from streem bank or 
wetland margin 

Special Interest Areas - Only use to protect some specles of plants and animals. geological, historical. and really 
special areas where .no management' activity Is needed and desired If some type of management Is needed 
then spell out the area and the management activities that would be permmad By deflnttion most of these would 
be relatively smally areas Manage the Laurel Fork areawith emphasis on wildlife using a combination of ttmber 
sales and prescribed burns Use the areas listed In alternative 12 and add Jingling Rocks The area known e8 
Dolly Ann Hollow should not be any larger than 2,wO acres and managed as in the 1986 plan. Do not set up 
any large areas that would have the potential for wilderness designation at some point in the future 

Special Interest Areas are designated to protect concentrations of unique species and uncommon natural 
communlties Many species require some type of active management in order to maintain viable populations 
The standards in the Revised Plan give programmatic direction on those activities which are and are not 
permitted in these areas The Laurel Fork area is placed in Management Area 21 of the Revised Plan wlth Its 
own desired future condltion and standards Dolly Ann Hollow and Jingling Rocks are in management areas 
which take into account their unique characteristics 

Letter 3998 

Response 

These unlicensed vehicles are ourrentky allowed use of the Taskers Gap northward up into Peters Mill Run 
Peters Mill Run contains a management area designed to protect rare plant species. some of which have been 
already damaged by ATV abusers 

The Revlsed Plan includes a Special Interest Area (Management Area 4) along Peters Mill Run. This area 18 

adjacent to the Tasken Gap A N  area (Management Area 11) However, the Forest IS unaware of any damage 
to the Spacial Interest Area caused by the use of ANs  along the designated trail This area Is closely monitored 
for such illegal use and none has been noted. 
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Letter 4066 We are concerned about the apparent decline of the Jefferson Salamander In the Massanmen Mountain area 
of the Lee Ranger District. Monitoring of a population near Elizabeth Furnace for 19 years has documented a 
dramatic decline in the salamander's numbers The cause is unknown, bul acid rain and habnat alteration 
cannot be ruled out This observation may Indicate a deteriorating environmant In the Massanmen area and 
warrants further Investigation The herpetofauna of Massanulten is unique end because it 1s essentially isolated 
from other montane habltals and because several svecles commonh, found In the Blue Ridae do not occur 
there. 

The Forest Is not aware of this study which shows this decline Monitoring is an Integral part of the totai 
management process. The Forest is Interested In receiving additional information on this study and cooperating 
further wiih research and monitoring 

Response 

BIODIVERSITY. Threatened, Endangered and Senellive Specles 

Lelter 4241 Money should be requested in the GWs budget to support biological dlverstiy Inventories for rare species and 
their habitat, with funds also allocated to develop management plena for identrfied Special Biological Area. 

The monitoring program In the Revised Plan has been updated l o  Incorporate the suggestions In this comment 
regarding inventory for PET species and management plans for areas with special biological values Plan 
Appendix F, under the Fund Name 7&E & Sensitive Species Ops & Imp), displays the detailed budget 
information needed l o  inventory PET species and develop management plans for biological areas 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Coral skink is present in timber area and must be afforded protection under ESA (EIS, 5144) 

The coal skink is not now listed, nor is it a candidate for listing, under provisions of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). The species Is considered Forest Sensitive and populabon vlabiltiy Is considered In project level 
environmental assessmenl 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Plan' Page 2-17. Paragraph 6 T & E species habitat needs should override Visual Quality Objectives (VQO) 

This is the case T&E species habitat needs and management override VQO objectives. 

LeUer 279 [Suggest] hsh & WL mgt. concentrate on helping threatened. endangered. or sensitive species, and controiling 
naturally occurring disturbances. 

The rare biotic diversity found in the George Washington National Forest cannot survive the Impact of the 
proposed management plan. 

An area of concern is environmental protection, including protectton of threatened and endangered species. 

The Heritage Program's site reports and ecological iuslification for proposed Research Natural Areas (RNA) and 
Special Interest Areas (SIA) on the GW should provide the national standards for addressing Threatened. 
Endangered, and Sensitive Species in all future management plans. 

The Forest Service recognizes the need to manage unique natural communities and occurrenoes of threatened, 
endangered. and sensilive (TES) species with separate management arees and speclflc standards The p re  
ferred alternative includes Management Area 4, containing special Interest areas with biological values Specific 
common standards are also included for caves and TES species In many cases, these communities and 
species are not found on private land and the Forest SeNlcewelcomesthe opportuntiy to manage and maintain 
these unique elements of biodiverstiy on public lands for the beneftt of all people These Special Biological 
Areas provide a solid foundation for maintaining biological diversrly on the Forest and will be managed forthat 
purpose 

Lener 2515 

Letter 2593 

Letter 4241 

Response 
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Letter 3660 

Response 

What happens if a TGE spp is found in a wilderness area and requires substantial vegetation manipulation to 
provide habltat'? 

Management of TGE species habitat Is allowed in wllderness areas and would be done If necessaly after 
consultation wrth appropriate stab and federal agencies 

., 

Letter 13c8 

Response 

Pond Ridge and Clines Hacking are the only two ponds that have a good population size of the 4-toed 
salamander (Hemidaciylium xutatum) along Long Run Road I would request that the areas arwnd the ponds 
mentioned above be off-limlts to timber harvest and AN5 

The area around Pond Ridge on Clines Hacking above 3203 elevation Is In Management Area 4E in the Revised 
Plan This area will be managed foremost for its special biological features and does not allow timber harvests 
or A N s  

Letter 3643 

Response 

The Endangered Species staff of the Annapolis and West Virginia Field Offices of the Fish and Wildlde Service 
have reviewed the endangered spedes lis16 In the DEE The listings are complete The DElS and Resource 
Management Plan provide a good general discussion of endangered species resources We understand that 
a more detailed Biological Assessment dealing specifically wdh endangered species issues is currently being 
prepared by the GWNF A thorough review of affects on endangered species and compliance with Section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act will be provided following receipt cf that document 

A Biological Assessment dealing wrth the effects of plan implementalion at a programmalic level has been 
prepared and submmed to the U S Fish and Wildllfe Service 

Letter 3665 

Response 

Inventory should be of highest prionty in areas not yet investigated The work of Natural Heritage Program in 
Virginia is to be encouraged and implemented as intensely as possible 

The Revised Plan recognizes that resource inventones are important foundations for planning and manage 
ment The Forest will include inventories of natural herltage resources among Its ongoing work activities 

Letter 3824 

Response 

I encourage the FS to consult with Michael L Fies, John F Pagels and Charles 0 Handley, Jr to determine the 
range of ETS mammals In the Laurel Fork area. 

The Forest has consulted and supported species inventories wlththese researchers in the past and will continue 
to do so in the future, not only about Laurel Fork but on other areas of the Forest as well 

Letter 3824 

Response 

Given the 2 to 3 dozen ETS species in Laurel Fork, n is obvious that representatives of such species would be 
adversely affected and/or destroyed If mineral development were to occur That prospect alone should trigger 
an envlronmental assessment by each lessee and the implementation of the cease-operation language where 
appropriate 

More than eighty thousand Forest acres will be managed as biological areas emphasizing threatened, endan- 
gered and sensitive species On the other 9CQ,ooO+ acres of Forest land, the threatened. endangered and 
sensttive species will receive special attention whenever encountered Potential habitat for threatened, endan- 
gered and sensitive species on this Forest occurs throughout the forest, and wlth SO many species there are 
many opportunities The area needed for mineral development is, in comparison, small, and with so few 
developable minerals on the Forest there are few opportunities To ban mineral leasing in Laurel Fork would be 
to miss one ofthe few real opportunities the Forest has to provide access to mineral resources, and particularly, 
to natural gas. which is a cleaner fuel, a substitute for oil, gasoline, and coal 

Mineral exploration and development are part of the multiple beneflts available from the National Forest There 
Is a moderately high potential for billions of cubic feet of natural gas in Laurel Fork The exploration and 
development of the public's natural gas resources to meet public demands for natural gas Is in the public 
interest 
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Emphasis on management of, and sensdwity to, the biological resources In Laurel Fork does not require 
foregoing management of the mineral resource Through the Federal leasing process, the Forest has extensive 
controls over all aspects of mineral leaslng. Including the siting, design and reclamation Mineral development 
can take place In a harmonlous relationship wnh other valued resources The relatively small acreage needed 
for gas development can be accommodated In Laurel Fork. Proposed wells dies and other facilHies can be 
moved to avoid particular areas Applicable laws govarning the protection of threatened. endangered and 
sensitive species will apply to lease activities. Disturbed areas will be reclaimed Based on Forest analysis, it 
has been determined the potential impacts of minerals leasing in Laurel Fork will not significantly detractfrom 
other natural values of the area 

You may wish to visntheThornwood.Hortonfield well sites which were constructed about 30 years ago, or other 
well sms located on the forest, to see the effects on wildlHe and the reclamation 

A discussion on the Controlled Use Stipulation is found in Appendix E of the FElS The details of the stipulation 
are added at the time that any lease Is processed. A controlled use stipulation requires information specflc to 
the particular lease H would be developed for any new lease on Laurel Fork depending upon the intent of the 
management direction for Management Area 21 and the actual area encompassed in w lease 

Letter 3997 

LeUer 4038 

Rbsponse 

Letter 3981 

Response 

In order to achieve effective conservation of rare species, ww believe that mgi plans should be developed for 
each SBA in MA 4, including caves. Practices should be restricted to those necessary to restore, maintain, and 
enhance habitat critical to the conservation of Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TESS) species, and 
other associated natural communities The Conservancy supportsthe GWNF sensdive species list of organisms 
that occur or ara likely to occur on the Forest We support the TEBS budget as outlined in the draft plan 
addendum which emphasized TEES program operations. inventory and mondoring The Conservancy also 
believes that the most effective way to develop and update such a list is through consultation between forest 
biologists and state cooperators such as the Va Dept of Consarv & Rec Additionally, the Consewancy also 
supports a systematic biological inventory of the Forest and monitoring forTE&S species and their associated 
significant natural communities 

Replace the eighth paragraph on page 2-20 of the DraH Revised Forest Pian wdh the following. 'PETS species 
residing inside of Management Area 4 and future discovenes outside Management Area 4 are carefully 
monitored to ensure protection of their habitats end their continued presence on the Forest.' 

The Forest agrees wnh these wmments and appreciates the support and concurrence Please refer to the 
RevJsed Plan for additional information on how these comments were incorporated into the Forest Plan. 

EIS 3 - 1 4 .  paragraph 6 -The last sentence is belied by Table 3-35 The coal skink is in an area managed for 
timber harvesting under Alternative 8. The McGraw Hollow sale propose io literally squash a population of these 
creatures This is not adequate protection and the final EIS should honestly tell the oublic this - that sDecles will 
continue to be negatively impacted by logging 

Any occurrence of the coal skink and all other TES species on the Forest will be managed to maintain species 
viability regardless In which management area they may occur. Appropriate standards are included in the 
Revised Plan to maintain species viability on the Forest allowing for their protection and management 

Letter 3726 

Response 

The WVDNR recommends specmc guidelines for caves wtth endangered bats similar to those in the Mononga- 
hela NF Plan We would suggest one change from the MNF Pian: closure dates for VA big-eared bat maternity 
caves should be 3/15 - 9/15 

The only cave inhabited by endangered bats is well protected wdhin a biological area allocated to Management 
Area 4 It is the Indiana bat and the individual implementation schedule for that area will follow appropriale 
recovery guidelines The Forest does not contain caves that harbor Virginia big-earred bats, therefore guidelines 
for this species are not warranted If they ara found to inhabit the cave($) on the Forest, appropriate recovery 
guidelines will be followed 

LeUer 3728 Appendix A of the [N flying squirrel] Recovery Pian suggests guidelines for habitat mgmt which should be 
incorporated in the Forest Plan 
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Response Afier Informal consultation (8/2/+2) wHh the USDl Fish & WlldlHe Sewice, It was decided that this was not 
necesaw. 

BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES Below-Cost on lhe Foreot 

Letter 1060 The issue of net revenues (more commonly referred to as ‘blow cost timber sales) has become extremely 
controversial 

The Issue of negative raturns has been confused to the point where the timber sale program Is being accused 
of causing the net negative return Lost in the confuston is the recognrtbn of the purposes behind the 
Multiple-UseSustainedYield Act of 1QWwhlch dlrectsthe ForestSewicespecBcallyto not manage the national 
forests for the greatest dollar return or the greatesi unlt output. If Congress had not done SO, how would agency 
programs such as wilderness. recreation, fisheries and wlldllfe, and 8011, air and water suwiveT None of these 
programs provide revenues which come close to covering expenses. 

We have lei  ourselves get all wrapped up in issues such as ‘below c d  sales and forgat the Multiple-Use 
Sustained Yield Act of 1 QW which directs the FS specifically not to manage the NF for the greatest dollar return 
or the greatest unit output If this congressional acPon had not been taken, how would such programs as 
wilderness, rec, fisheries, wildltfe, soil, air and water suwlve~ None of these programs provide revenues which 
come close to covering expanses Long-term forest mgl , needed to improve a forest’s health. will always take 
time and money. 

Letter 1060 

Letter 1369 

Letters 3447, 3448, 3449 
it does not make economic sense to sell the timber at a loss and destroy future generation’s chance to enjoy 
what many of us hold so dear today 

Timber Is one of the multiple uses provided on the Forest While we cannot provide this timber at a proflt based 
on the accounting principles in the Timber Sale Program Information Reporting System (TSPIRS), we cannot 
provide any of the other multiple uses at a proflt using these same accounting principles 

Alternative SA was formulated to prwide a wider array of uses. values, products and conditions on the Forest 
than in the past Timber management is employed to provide someof those benefltswheretimber management 
practices are the most cost effective practices and where they can be applied in such a way that the divers* 
and sustainablliiy of ecosystems are maintained 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Plan ~ EPA encourages the Forest Service to limit the number of clearcuts to those areas which will provide 
above-cost returns 

Present policy only evaluates the tctal timber sale prcgram (?‘SPIRS) and not individual Pmber sales. The 
Revised Forest Plan does provide Management Area 17, where timber production can be provided in as 
efficient and economical manner as Is consistent wlth multlple-use management 

Letter 3822 

Response 

Letter 3643 

It isthe accounting system on tlmber sale projects that is truly the culprlt in making most sales below-cost Items 
such as administrative expenses and road construction quickly eat-up any revenues made from the timber 
resources Therefore I am truly puzzled as to why Alternative 8 wlth a limlted hawesting scheme contains the 
second highest amount of road construction of ell the Alternatives 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to be mcre responsive to the below-cost timber sale issue and does not 
include as much road construction 

Alternative 10 has the most cost-effective timber sale program alternative Since Its timber sale program Is only 
26 percent as costly as the Alternative 8 Pmber sale program. the Forest Setvice would realize savings of 
$781,030 each year in timber sale administrative and operating costs 
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Aesponse Alternative 10 was formulated to present the best respome that a limber aele program can provide to the Iwue 
of below-cost timber salea. lt accompllshesthls objectbe by concentrating a modest timber sale program on the 
more productive sites and llmltlng all regeneration harvests to clearcub with mlnlmal investments in silviculture1 
treatments. Alternative 10 does not comply with the national pollcy on ecosystem management because of the 
heavy reliance on clearcutling There Is also aqueation of compliance wiih the National Forest Management Act 
In that dearcuttlng often cannot be proven to be the optimum merhcd for medng the muitiple use object~ves 
of the Revised Plan 

By ooncentratlng the timber sale program on a few areas of the Forest where there is a concentration of highly 
productive sites, Alternative 10 is severely limiting the opportundes for wildlife habitat manipulation on much 
of the Forest Analysisshowsthat abmber sale program Is one of the more cost eflective ways of providing early 
successional wlidlde habitat. In fact, only prescribed burning proved to be more cost effective on most sites. 

If timber must be amountable for being below-cost. BQ should all other resources. Before you take away private 
sector jobs, you must olean your own house first 

None of the resource programs on the Forest would be above cost when revenues are compared to expenses 
under en accounting system similar to TSPIRS This fact, however, does not lessen the mtenslty of the national 
issue of belowcost timber sales 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 3675 

Letter 3703 

Response 

I don't like the idea of the Government spending more to harvest than they receive 

If you must continue cutting timber in some ereas, then charge enough for lt to turn a profit 

Congress has never directed the Forest Service to base Its management ofthe Forest on produclng a profhThe 
Forest Service may sell timber in order to achieve the purposes of the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act. The 
Forest is responsible for preparing Its budget at a level which effeeavely accomplishes the direction set by its 
land management plan 

Letter 1060 

Response 

Letter 2582 

Response 

According to the DEIS, Alternative 8 provides no increase in the total income However, under Alternative 12. 
the total income would increase by $4 million These increased benef,is (including tax revenues to the govern- 
ment) ere not measured m the financial accounting of e Umber sale. 

The 'projected net revenue' displayed in Graph 2-25 is an indication of the estimated cash flow of the timber 
sale program for each alternative. The definltion of a below-cost timber sale program is based on the timber 
receipts compared to the total costs of the timber sale program. 

While soci&economic effects. such as the number of jobs or income, might be used to iustify the selection of 
a particular alternative, It cannot be included in the calculation of projected net revenues. 

I am not opposed to haNestIng the bmber in the National Forest I am opposed to inefflclent management If 
the government can't make money on this where private companies could, I believe the free enterprise system 
should be given a chance l o  work I think you should get out of the business and contract the workto someone 
who can turn it from a $1.2 million loss into a profit center. 

The Forest planning process does not allow this option Only Congress can change the mukiple use mission 
of the Forest Service. 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Forest Standards 756 C8H add cost to roads Timber should not foot the bill 

The 'Vegetation Management Contrast Reducing Techniques' are mitigation measures applied to specific 
projects to ensure compliance wlth the appropriate visual quallty objective Forest S e ~ i c e  policy is that timber 
management funds must pay for the mitigation measures associated with any timber sale 
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Letter 1st 

Response 

If in fact the draff Plan anticipates this being a below cost timber sale situation for the Pedlar District. I would 
like to hear the arguments In favor of plenning the large program outlines I doubt that any explanation can be 
good enough to )ustrty the U S  taxpayer losing money, especially In Virginia where the economy is highly 
diversdied 

All cost and revenue values are based on forest-wide values. A full range of annual timber sale volumes (from 
0 to 68 MMBFJ Is analyzed In the fourteen alternatives considered in detail In the FEE 

Letter 974 

Response 

Areas that cannot be preserved should be properly managed to produce the maximum return for the taxpayers 
benefit, be li timber sales or recreational values 

The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act ant the National Forest Management Act prohibti the management of 
national forest lands SOLELY for the production of maximum returns to taxpayers Instead. the alternatcve 
selected as the Revised Plan must provide the mixture of uses, values, products and environmental condltions 
that maximizes net public values 

Letter 978 

Letter 502 

Letter 1885 

Letter 2132 

Letter 2885 

Letter 3603 

Response 

Stop subsidizing the timber industry by selling timber below cost 

All timber sales should be by bid and not awarded unless a reasonable profit is arrived at For grazing leases 
& timber contracts to be below the current market value is wrong because II subsidizes a select few to the 
detriment of the public. i e ,  owners 

For whatever logging Is allowed, definitely CHARGE the timber companies at least the FULL COST of your 
preparation1 I see lt es a disgrace for the FS to subsidize timber companies' cutting of NF landl I believe such 
subsidies Unjustdiably ennch timber executives and encourage them to destroy the only remaining wilderness- 
like areas left. rather than using smaller privately owned wooded areas less functional as whole ecosystems In 
factl encourage the FSto charge fees as high as what private land owners charge for similar qualitytimber, and 
use any proflt to help restore damage to the NF by past logging and other human activity 

No pulpwood should be harvested Charlonesville and every community in Americawant to recycle Its newspa- 
per and junk mail into new paper products Those efforts are stymied as long as you provide paper mills with 
virgin pulp at below-market prices 

I am vehemently opposed to harvesting timber and selling It for market prioes that discourage recycling 

If there Is a sale of timber to the timber industry. let d be at market prices. 

Timber sales are appraised at fair market value according to 36 CFR 223 60 There Is no federal regulation that 
requires the Forest Service to receive a profit on the sale of timber Sales are awarded competitively from sealed 
bids to the higher bidder, most often significantly above the advertised price This process does not provide a 
subsidy 

Timber from privaie lands is usually of better quality that that from the Forest This is because private land 
generally has more productive sltes Logging costs are usually lass on pnvate land because It is more 
accessible Both factors lead to higher stumpage values for timber off private land 

Letter 1060 

Response 

Letter 1082 

A recent Forest Service study conducted on the OW forest, shows the cost of management for non-timber 
programs IS reduced by implementing a timber sale program 

Vegetation manipulation for developing and maintaining diverse habitats for wildlife, visuals or public safety can 
often be accomplished at less cost by using a timber sale 

Perhaps I am partial because I don? like trees to be out or roads built, but both of these actions cost money 
We've got to out federal spending and this seems like a good place to start to me 
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Resoonse h is beyond the scope of the Revised Plan to cut the federal budget The Forest 1s responsible for preparing Its 
operational budget at a level which most effectively accomplishes the direction of the Revised Plan it is up to 
the Administration and Congress to decide how much of that budgat to fund 

Letter 1097 The loas of over a million dollars ayear because of the program CW which exceed revenues from loggers just 
does not make sense Selective cutting techniques make much more sense 

Analysis displayed In the FEE Indicates that selective cutting will be more costly than the evemaged regenera- 
lion harvest methods and will resun In more land being affected to achieve the Same level of halvest 

Response 

Lener 1850 H good business principles were applied, this forest should return a profit for the taxpayers each year just as 
the stockholders expect from any business 

The George Washington National Forest Is not a buslneae. R is a government agency charged with providing 
uses. values, services and environmental conditlons to meet the needs of the American people The managers 
of the Forest try to do this in the most cast effective manner. 

Response 

Letter 2577 In addressing the below cost issue, what steps have been taken and how much progress has been made in 
reducing sale preparation costs? Has a comparison been done between costs incurred for timber sale prepara- 
tion by private timber companies in the Eastern Region and Federal timber sale preparation costs? What portion 
of timber sale costs are attributed to uses other than timbefl These would include additional costs necessary 
to satisfy wildlife needs, visuals, recreation uses, etc. In determining the costs associated wrth timber sale 
preparation. consideration should be given to the reduction in economic efficiency by meeting other resource 
needs. The cost of meeting the other resource needs and the effect on economic efficiency of individual timber 
sales should be clearly displayed. 

The Forest Service, as directed by Congress, developed the Timber Sale Program information Reporting 
System VSPIRS) l o  evaluate the performance of the Timber Sale Program on Individual National Forests The 
first official report began in FYI989 The Forest has reduced costs In each of the two years since the first report 
The TSPIRS report does display other cast associated with the Timber Sale Program The Forest Pian sets 
direction for achieving efficient management of all the forest's resources 

Resoonse 

Letters 2664.2853 
'Based strictly on income derived from timber halvesting, few if any timber sales on the GWNF are above cost 
Timber helvesting is the primary tool used to create a diversity of wildllfe habttats on the Forest, therefore It is 
crrtical to maintain an active timber sale program which lakes into account the intangible as well as tangible 
benefits of timber halvesting ' 

The TSPIRS report recognizes the other non-tangible resource benefrts of the Timber Sale Program The 
Revised Plan recognizes and provides for their benefits elso through the Timber Sale Program 

Response 

Letter 2636 We repeat our skepticism expressed in our 3/8/92 letter about the reliability of the 27% figure for sawtimber as 
a rabo of total volume hawesled. The TSPIRS figures give a lower percentage Use of an inflated sawtimber 
volume will skew the results to make them look more profitable than they really are 

The Revised Plan places emphasis on harvesting higher value srtes more so than the 1986 Pian The Forest has 
been Improving timber sale revenues in recent years by increasing the rates of sawtimber and marketing timber 
sales Current uncut volume under contract 1s 27% sawtimber Timber soid during the first 3 quarters of FYI992 
is 33% sawlimber The 27% estimate for sawtimber is not inflated. 

Response 

Letter 1990 The accountlng and terminology must be changed so that 'below-cost timber sales' do not continue l o  make 
the Forest Service sound foolish for allowing prudently halvesting the timber resources of our public lands. Also, 
it may be necessary to modify and relax road and other design standards, or to spread the c06t of staff and 
improvements among more projects 
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Letter S53 

Response 

We urge accounting changes that wlli elimlnate the fuel for envlronmentallsts to clalm 'below GO&, and also to 
ascertain that REAL below-cost sales are NOT made. 

Any suggested changes to the Timber Sale Program Information Reporting System (TSPIRS) are outside the 
scope of the revision of the Forest Plan. Procedures for the Flnanclal Report have been developed by the 
Washington Mllce wHh the assistance of GAO and Congreaslonal oversight 

Letter 1oM) 

Response 

Letter 3665 

Letters 3985,3986 

Response 

Letters 3985.3986 

Response 

Letter 3821 

ReSDOnSe 

Letter 3939 

Response 

Letter 4001 

ReSDOnSB 

The GW needs long term investment Strict financial accounting fails to consider the benefrts of such inved- 
ments However, sound land stewardship calls for this typa of Investment. 

The decision making proceaa for the Revised Plan does considers more than just strict financial accounting 
Hwrever, those values that can be quanbfied, such as Present Net Value (PNV) and cash flow are disclosed 

Reduction of clear-cut, even-age silviculture is encouraged. What timbering Is allowed should reflect protected 
habnats and no below-cost timber sale6 should continue. 

Economically and environmentally, GWNF would provide the greatest benefh if continued commercial sales for 
any purpose including wildlife habitat manipulation were limned to those which directly return io the federal 
treasury more money than they consume for roads. slte preparahon. reforestation, and all other real costs. 

The below-cod timber sale issue will he resolved by Naiional direction (either Agency or Congress) and not 
within the revision process. 

Include all categories of timber sales regardless oftheir supposed beneflts and Including salvage sales In one 
timber projection and in the Allowable Sale QuantW and reauire each timber sale to return all associated costs 
to the treasury through timber sale receipts 

All sales from land suitable for timber production will be Included in the Allowable Sale Quantiiy Those from 
lands unsuitable for timber production will not The below-cost timber sale issue will be resolved by National 
direction and not within the revision process. 

The country cannot afford to spend money on roads in the forest while the treasury loses money on the timber 
sales. 

Federal funds are used for having our natlonal iorests managed and protected for the resource values they are 
capable of providing Roads are built and used for recreation and wiidllfe management, as well as timber 
management Timber sale receipts and other revenue collected help to offset the costs of managing the forest 
There will not necessarily be a savings if logging is eliminated 

[Re AN. 81 Group selection 1s the most expensive hatvest system which will add fuel tothe below-cost issue Thls 
will lead to greater demands from tha presetvation community for the elimination of timber management on ths 
Forest. 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to be more responsive tothe below-cost issue and does not include as much 
uneven-aged management 

Timber sales must in ALL CASES be priced so as to realize a profit to the Govt aflor taking into account ALL 
COSTS of mgt of the timber. including direct and indirect costs of the sale dseH 

Alternative 6 was formulated to incorporate this philosophy Stage 2 timberland suitability analysis demonstrat- 
ed that only the highest sites with quoldy sawumber could meet this requtrement AND only through the use of 
clearcutting it has been concluded that no alternative wlth a feasible timber sale program that was sensnive to 
other onvironmental conceins could be formulated to meet this requirement 
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Alternative 6 is considered in detail In the FEiS lt will be selected as the Revised Pian if il is Identified as the 
alternative that maximizes net DUbiiC benelHs 

BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES Opposlllon to Bslow-Co.1 Timber !%lea 

Letter 3567 

Response 

LMer 52 

Response 

Letter 61 

Letter 869 

Letter 1089 

Letter 1288 

Letter 1329 

Letter 1370 

Leiier 1429 

Letter 1842 

Letter 1847 

Letter 1869 

Letter 2048 

Letter 2066 

To develop a sustainable program which doesn't lose money, the QWNF should develop a smaller timber 
program based on marketing high quality sawtimber serviced by the existing road system. By marketing the 
highest quality Umber with minimal roadbuilding lt should be possible to greatly increase the efficiency of the 
limber program. By staylng off of low productivdy sH88 (those below SI So) we can also improve cosb. There 
should be no timbering in SPNM and the existing roadieas areas 

Ailernatives 11 and 13 have been reformulated inthe FElSto expioretwoversionsof this proposal As displayed 
in Graph 2-25, both of these anernatives have negative 'projected net revenues', hence below-cost limber sale 
programs. 

We're really fed up wilh your givsaway of pulpwood lo  Westvaco We see the pattern emerging of pillage of 
all low elevation wooded areas, many of which have already been severely cut Now you're cutting between the 
previous clearcub 

The management area allccaticn approach to ecological management resub in some areas being intensively 
managed for timber resource produotion to meet the needs of an expanding human population This leaves 
many other areas available tor non-timber resource management 

The taxpayers should not subsidize logging or other commercial activities These uses should pay their own 
way, including the costs of mitigation, monitoring. and enforcement. 

I am tired 01 hearing of how wetaxpayerssubsidizethe U S. Forest Systemto build miles of unnecessary roads 
and promote destruction to our nations forest 

I am concerned over the bullding of new roads in the GWNF I have read numerous articles on road building 
and logging on NF lands at a loss His appalling that during these tight budget times, we are spending Federal 
money to have our forests cut There is no place for a'Naticnai Forest Welfare System' for the logging industry 

We are opposed to the selling of our public forest timber at a loss 

'Below cod' timber harvest should be discontinued. 

Eliminate 'below c o g  timber sales and salvage sales of lumber 

Harvest of timber at a loss is inexcusable in this time of budget deficb The cost of building roads and other 
hidden ccsts should all be included in calculating the cost of harvesting 

I am opposed to the continued harvesting of timber in the Forest, especially the harvesting of timber where the 
expenses far outstrip the revenue 

Alternative #8 allows below cost timber sales that could add up l o  a cost of over 1 million dollars a year in 
taxpayer subsidies 

I am opposed to below-cost timber sales 

Eliminate ail 'below cos? timber sales, salvage sales of lumber, and associated road building and reconstruc- 
tion so that the financial burden from such activities is removed from the backs of taxpayers 

I am opposed to below-cost timber sales forthe commercial poltion ofthe timber program. You should structure 
the various activities related to commercial timber salesto achieve at least break even on the average each year 
and be consistent with adequate regeneration l o  be sustainable over the life cycle of the trees You can do this 
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Letter 2366 

Letter 2510 

Letter 2575 

Letter 2710 

Letter 2740 

Letter 2827 

Letter 2- 

Letter 2922 

Letter 3512 

Letter 3521 

Letter 3540 

Letter 3544 

Letter 3544 

Letter 3545 

Letter 3566 

Letter 3640 

Letter 3666 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3703 

Letter 3809 

Letter 3861 

Letter 3924 

by eliminating unnecessaly overhead and by improving bmber stand selection so that high value timber is 
halvested 

Get GWNF out of the subsidized pulp business1 In an era of unprecedented federal debt, and a need to 
implement cost-effective paper recycling, we owe the taxpayer nothing less 

Permrt no below cost timber sales. and all timber sales should meet cost wrthout resorting to clear-cutting 

I favor clearcutting, or timber cutting. If taxpayers are not losing money, that is. the govt paying to put roads 
in that cost more than they get for the timber. 

All cutting GWNF loses money. This has got to stop 

I want to see an end now to subsidized timber sales so the private landowner can get a reasonable price for 
hls or her trees 

I obpot to below-cost timber sales to benefit a few powerful companies 

The Forest lost over 1 3 million dollars on Its timber sale program In 1991 The Plan should reduce halvesting 
and roadbuilding so as to avoid or at least minimize that loss The Forest Service should stop subsidizing the 
private timber lndustly with below cost sales 

I would like to see the timbering operations operated at a profit if at all possible, or at least on a break even 
system 

Any plan should be cost effective In otherwords, timbershould besold for enoughto coverthe loss tothe forest 

Please stop subsidizing the logging industry 

We do not support below cost timber sales 

I an vely opposed to below cost timber sales 

In a time when our national government Is so deeply In debt, It seems almost criminal that we should be selling 
off our national forest heritage to lumber and pulp companles at below market cost 

Below-cost timber sales should be eliminated entirely, both from the standpoint of the Federal Budget and for 
retaining the integrity of the Forest for wildlife and recreation 

Why has the National Forest kept timber prices artificially low, to the enrichment of a few large entrepreneurs, 
but to the detriment of the small wood-lot owners? 

‘Below cosr timber sales should be eliminated. 

I strongly oppose the harvesting of timber from the George Washington National Forest at taxpayer expense 
I believe this practice resuns in unfair competition wrth prlvate landowners 

No below-cost timber sales Below-cost sales are poor management deoisions. We cannot afford to shoti sell 
our Forest In any way 

It doesn’t make any sense to lose money and lose the trees too 

The subsidy of private timber operations with tax dollars must cease. 

Timbenng operahons should not involve a subsidy to halvesting companieslcorporations Forest expenses 
Incurred to assist timber cutting should be recoupedthrcugh chargesfor such operations. Anernatwe 8 as rt now 
stands will cost us taxpayers a million dollars a year just to help out the Lumber Industry1 

Phase out the sale of timber on terms that, with all ourrent overhead taken into account is a net loss to the Forest 
Selvice If local industries are unableto pay enough to fund the current operating expenses of the Forest Service - which does not take into account the rent-free use of the land -then over the long run, they should phase 
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out The economic distortions produced by an even larger subsidy are not In the best Interests of the country 
The Forest Service's budget should be spent employing more personnel, wlth an eUod to fund studies on 
long-term presewabon of a viable balanced use. 

We would like below-cost timber sales phased out and new road construction reduced to a minimum. 

Resolution of the below-cost timber sale policy will be decided at the national level H is beyond the scope of 
the revision process to resolve this issue 

Taxes are used to heve our National Forests protected and managed for the resource acres that they are 
capable of providing such as recreation, timber, water, wildlde, etc Timber receipts and other revenue collected 
help to offset the costs of managing the National Forest system. There will not necessarily be a 'savings' d 
logging is eliminated 

Timber seles are appraised at fair market value according to M CFR 223 60 There is no federal regulation that 
requiresthe Forest Sewice to reoew a profit on the sale of timber Sales are awarded competltively from sealed 
bids to the highest bidder, most oilen signdicantlv above the advertised price This process does not provide 
a subsidy. 

The cost of road building is included in calculating the cost of the Timber Sale Program The Timber Sale 
Program Information Reporting System VSPIRS) defines what 00616 are appropriate 

Letter 3957 

Response 

Letter 134 Mix of Logging Products - Only 27% of wood products on the Forest Is saw limber (p E26 DEIS). the most 
valuable product instead cheap pulpwood is the main product of the Forest (p. E25 DEE) Much of this 
pulpwood comes from young growing stock and is sold at below cost as documented in your own paper Thus 
valuable public timber resources are being squandered at a 1086 to taxpayers and to the benefit of large 
polluting pulp companies such as Wesivaco and with great ecological destruclion. 

Cut primarily large trees wlth long growing cycles, both qualm/ hardwood and (qualm/) soilwood 

Because of the low price for pulpwood compared to sawtimber (EIS table EQ), the percentage of pulpwood 
production should be reduced relative to the production of sawtimber: conversely, the production of sawtimber 
should be increased relative to the production of pulpwood 

Working group Site Index 50 has only 13% sawtimber and 74% pulpwood (EIS table ElO) The average 
sawtimber percentage of annual G W Umber production during 1977-89 years Is 27% (EIS p. 6-26) The FY 
1991 TSPIRS reponshowsthis dropped1023 8% if economic efficiency isto be increased, itappears necessaty 
to drop the Site index 50 working group from the sultabie base Because the Sne index 60 working group has 
only 22% sawtimbervs 66% pulpwood, It also may be desirable to reducethe percentage of working group Sib 
Index 60. d substantial improvements In economic performance is to be achieved 

I would urge that timber cutting be limited to qualm/ soft and hardwood 

Letter 491 

Letter 500 

Letter 500 

Letter 534 

Letters 766, 767,933,982,1297,1443, 1652,1823, 1866,2010, x)53,2674,2498,2705 
Timber management should stress large. quality hardwood and softwood sawtimber (with longer growing 
cycles) rather than smaller, low quallty pulpwood 

Your new proposed plan allowsfartoo much timber cutting-this should be restricted to areas bordering existing 
roads and then only slow-growing quality hardwood and softwood sawtimber should be taken 

We don't need more pulpwood or below-cost timber sales. 

Timber management should stress large, quality hardwood and softwood timber, with longer growing cycles 
This should Improve the economics of the timber program 

Plant large, quality hardwood and solWood trees rather than low qualily pulpwood trees. 

Harvesting of trees within the eastern national forests has been done at a slgndicant financial loss compared 
with the cost of cutting Timber mgmt should move Into the area of qual@ hardwoods over pulp wood growth, 

Letter 877 

Letter 938 

Letter 98t 

Letter 1069 

Letter 1076 
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Letter 1149 Timber management should stress mature hardwood and soft wood species with long growing cycles on a 
renewable and sustainable yield basis 

Harvest should stress the better hardwood and soflwood sawtimber. 

Any reasonable plan must stress management of large, qualhy hardwood and softwood sawtimber with long 
growing cycles 

The Forest Service continues to b e  money on timber sales. Clearly, biological values must be considered first, 
then economic If both can't be met. the sales should not go fomard. Emphasis needs to be placed on high 
quallty hardwood, not pulpwood 

Pulpwood production should not be the business of a National Forest 

Letter 1317 

Leiter 1557 

Letter 1615 

Letter 1884 

Letters 2007, 2227, 3619, 3892 
The current 73% hawest rate of pulpwood should be reversed to stress hawest of large, quality hardwood and 
soflwood sawtimber with long growing cycles. 

Letter 2223 

Letter 2308 

Letter 2364 

Letter 2710 

Letter 3512 

Letter 3529 

Lener 3566 

Letter 3732 

Letter 3963 

Lener 3984 

Letter 3695 

Letter 3705 

The useless olearcutting, and road building in OUI Nallonai Forests must stop. When timber harvesting has to 
be done, take only the oldest trees, leave the rest alone 

it makes sense for the Forest Service in a new ONWF management plan to move away from pulpwood sales 
which forthe most part lose money and Instead to concentrate on sawtimber The nation does not need national 
forests to raise pulpwood, a super abundance is avadabtefrom private woodlands- provided the private owner 
is not competing wiih the below-cost, subsidized price of national forest pulpwood 

Timber management should stress large, quality hardwood and softwood sawtimber, with long growing cycles, 
over smaller, low-quality pulpwood Pulpwood can be produced on private lands and have the commercial 
possibllttles of a long-term Investment forthe owner. The development of mature stands of hardwood can only 
be done by the govt. Therefore a new classdication of forest mgt Mature Hardwood Mgmt could be created 
Large tracts of land managed for two or three hundred years wrth selective cutting of chose trees hawested 
upon maturity 

Tlmber cutting should be managed to produce on long growing cycles, rather than using trees for growing 
pulpwood 

Only mature trees should be cut-no pulpwood If harvesting 1s Iimtted, the new road mileage can likewise be 
iimlted 

Timber cutting - currently 73% of wood cut Is for pulpwood of low quallty Timber management should stress 
large, quality hardwood & softwood saw timber with long growing cycles 

In Virginia, there Is little or no need for pulpwood cutting from the National Forest. Let the woods grow and take 
only high quality, mature timber 

The reduced level of timberthat is harvested should stress large, quallty hardwood and softwood sawtimber, 
wiih long growing cycles, over smaller, low quality pulpwood. 

The Advocate, April, 1992, pg 10 The plan ought to call for less pulpwood and more hardwood That would 
help the loggers 

I suggest that you reverse the percentages so that three-fourths of the nmber cut be sawtimber, and only one 
fourth or less to be used to make pulp You are cutting trees too young. This doesn't even make economic 
sense 

Stress hardwood logging over pulpwood sales. 

Improve the economics of below cost timber sales wlth a focus on high-quality saw timber as opposed to 
low-value pulp wood Timber harvesting should take advantage whenever possible of the existent road and trail 
network as opposed to building new roads Into roadless areas 
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Letter 391 1 

Lener 3942 

Letter 3945 

Lener 3945 

Letter 4034 

Lener 4220 

Lener 4266 

Response 

Timber mgl should stress large, long-growing hardwoods and softwood sawtlmber, Instead of the low quailty 
pulpwood that currently makes up soma 73% of the annual OWNF harvest. 

Currently about 73% of the timber harvested in the George Washington National Forest is used for pulpwood 
I think it is unwise l o  rely on our publlc lands for such a low value product I would llke l o  see more emphasis 
on high grade saw timber. Stop clearcutting large areas on the forest for pulpwood and let trees grow for future 
harvest of better quallty and more valuable sawtimber 

Below-cost timber sales are prevalent and need to be eliminated. through a concentration on high-quality timber 
harvesting, rather than low-quality pulpwood. 

Increase concentration of timber harvesting on the high-quality sawtimber and reduce harvesting of low-quality 
pulpwood 

Only 27% of products on the Forest is saw limber (p. 525, DEB) Much of b pulpwood comes from young 
growing stock and is sold at below cost Thus valuable public timber resources are being squandered at a loss 
to the benefit of large polluting pulp companies wlth terrible ecological destructlon 

RoanokeTimes 8 World News 15 Apr 1992. This steep, mountainous land 1s more expensive to operate inthan 
flat terrain. While there are pockets that produce high-quality sawtimber or veneer logs, more than two-thirds 
of the timber is used lor pulpwood Pulpwood has very low value and is extremely pientdul The Forest Service 
spends some money to minimize (he damage on archaeological sites, rare plants and animals, scenery and 
streams (k would be a good thing H private landowners also did so ) But even il this extre cost is excluded, the 
national forests still lose money Sad, but true 

Timber harvest methods should be directed at large high-quality saw timber rather than the pulpwood which 
now comprises so much of the harvest. 

The Forest Service preferred aiiernative explores the use of limber management to achleve other resource 
beneflts. To achieve the mix of resource benefits inherent in the Forest Service preferred alternative. some s11e 
index 50 and W lands need to be included in the lands suitable lor timber production 

Harvesllng a higher amount of sawtimber Is one method to increase revenue from timber sales A higher 
reliance on harvesting ius1 sawtimber, however, will not meet the goals, objectives and desired future condition 
of the Revised Pian. 

Timber in a stand is harvested to provide wood products and to provide regeneration of the stand or to provide 
Improved growth of remaining trees To accomplish all these things pulpwood size trees must be cut along wlth 
the sawtimber. The smaller trees are not younger, they have just been in a lower crown positlon inthe stand and 
diameter growth was slower than other more dominant trees 

Many sites are capable of growing good qualily sawtimber However, they are often stocked with damaged, 
sparse or low qualrty stands of timber lhat will never produce qualily sawtimber. In such cases, It is best l o  
harvest the stand and begin regenerating new trees that will have a better chance to develop into quality 
sawtimber. 

Pulpwood is harvested in conjunction wrth sawtimber lo achieve the necessary silvicukural treatmeni to assure 
adequate regeneration to desirable species. Utilization of useable portions of e tree where markets exist must 
also be considered. Most pulpwood comes from the harvest of low quallty mature stands and top wood from 
mature sawtimber trees. Harvesting only sawtimber would not provide for adequate regeneration or provlde for 
suitable wildlife habitat. 

Letter 3756 

Response 

The cuning of trees for pulpwood should bo curtailed, and the forest should be managed wlth a locus upon 
reasonable-and FAIR MARKET VALUE-harvest of timber for lumber production only 

Timber sales appraised at fair market value according to 36 CFR 223 €0 There is no federal regulation that 
requires the Forest Service to receive e pro1.t on the sele of timber Sales ere awerded competltlvely from sealed 
bids to the highest bidder, most ohen slgn.1.cantly above the advenmd price This process does not provlde 
a subsidy Pulpwood is harvested in conjunction with sawtimber lo achieve the necessary sdvicuitural treatment 
to assure adequate stand regeneration to desirable species Pulpwood 1s also harvested from low quallty or 
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Letter tow 

Response 

mature stands In orderto provldevegetative manipulation to meetdesiredfuture conditions Pulpwood is used 
to produce a variety of products 

Under ARernatNe 8 there will be a net revenue loss of $1 05 million Under Alternative 12, the net cost benefn 
ratio is improved If one is concerned wlth reducing the net negahve return, Anematwe 12 presents a viable 
option 

As displayed In Graph 2-25, both Alternatives 8 and @A have a smaller negative projected net revenue than 
Alternative 12. These dtfferences are due to changes made In the reformulation of Alternatlves 8 and 12 

Letter 2282 

Response 

The Forest Service is not known for Its efficiency If Alternative 8 Is made the GW Plan, you efficiency will drop 
even more 

As displayed In Graph 2-25 of the FEE, Alternative 12 has a 'projected net revenue' of -$918,WO per annum 
This involves a greater loss than the $683,WO per annum projected for Alternative 8A 

Letter 1987 

ReSDOnSe 

.Timber harvesting and associated activities When the costsof road building are included, it becomes obvious 
to us that continuation of timber sales in the GWNF is senseless While these activities cost the taxpayer money, 
they also flood the timber markets wlth unneeded produdion which devalues private timber holdings and hence 
the local tax base Timber hsNesting and Its attending road building also strike directly at the scenic and 
environmental assets that Nelson County Is depending on for I!s economic future For similar reasons timber 
hawesting as a resun of wiidlde mgt and gypsy moth damage control as envisioned in AR 8 will serve no 
purpose other than to divert public funds much needed elsewhere 

Most of the National Forest land In Nelson County is recommended for wilderness study in the Forest Service 
preferred alternative These lands are not suitable for timber production Felling of dead or dying trees wlthout 
removal could occur in these areas to provide for public safety There is a small amount of National Forest land 
in Management Area 15 that is suitable for timber management to help achieve the desired future conddion for 
wildlife habrtat 

Letter 2325 

Letter 2501 

Response 

Letter 2808 

Response 

Our county is too broke to build more roads to sell timber at a loss 

This letter is in protest of the sale of any of the National Forest for timber sales other then for small amounts of 
firewood At a time when the Federal Government claims to be in a financial crunch, we cannot afford to give 
away any more park land 

lt Is beyond the scope of the revision to resolve concerns wdh the Federal budget The Forest Service is 
responsible for preparing Its operating budget at a level which most effectively accomplishes the goals, 
objectives and desired future condition of the Revised Plan n is up to the Administration and Congress to 
decide on the budget 

Alternative 6 is considered in detail in the FElS This alternative has no lands suitable for timber production. R 
does, however, permrt fuelwood gathering and a small amount of timber harvesting for salvaging and miscella- 
neous products n will be selected as the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan H I! is ldenthed as the 
alternative that maximizes net public benefrts 

Logging should only occur If It creates a profrt for the Federal Government or at least a break even transaction 

Taxes are used to have our national forests protected and managed for the resource uses that they are capable 
of providing such as recreation, timber. water, wildlrfe, etc Timber receipts and other revenues collected help 
to offset the costs of managing the national forest system There will not necessarily be a'savlngs' if logging 
is eliminated 
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Letter 36M) 

Response 

You musl be more efficient In number of road miles and acres harvested No wonder you're so below cost 

The preferred alternative has been formulated to reduce road miles compared l o  the Dratt Revised Plan 

Letter 3710 A much more thorough analysis of the potentla1 costs and beneflts of this pracbce (salvage) mu& be conducted 
before It 1s endorsed in the final planning documents 

Determination whether to employ salvage treatment will be made at the project level based on site speclfic 
evaluation 

Response 

Latter 4044 Altarnative 8 should be modrfied by further decreasing or entirely prohiblting Its below cosl timber sales 
program SO as to meet the public demands for recreational activilies whlch retain the forest's natural resources 

Recreation demand is being met Reducing the timber program will do nothlng to increase recreation demand Response 
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Letter 190 

Letter 190 

Letter 1060 

Letter 2181 

Letter 2184 

Letter  PO^ 

Letter 2296 

Letter 2348 

Letter 2886 

Letter 3823 

Letter 3904 

Letter 3956 

Letter 4257 

Response 

Alternative 12 increses total Jobs by 194 This is 215 more jobs than in Alternative 8 

Alternative 12 increases timber industry by 78 This 1s 145 more lobs than Alternative 8. 

Alternative 8 reduces total employment and employment within the timber industly Total employment would be 
reduced by 21 lobs, while 67 limber Industry jobs will be lost under Alternative 8 By contrast, Alternative 12 will 
increase total employment by 194 Jobs and industiy jobs by 78 The agency should not take an action which 
will eliminate jobs outside the government, especially when it can be avoided without sacrdlcing environmental 
protection, 

Anernalive 12 creates 78 additional jobs, while protecting other values of the forest 

From what I hear about Ai l  8, I won't be able to work because of the reduced timber cut. 

Reduced harvest volume will result in a loss of 67 jobs when unemployment Continues to increase In the region 

I a s k  for you to change to Alternative 12 because I might not have a Job if you don't 

Ail 12 provides Jobs. especially in the timber industry and shows an Increase in total area income 

At atime of high unemployment, we find it dislurbing the Forest Service would choose an anernatwe that would 
reduce total employment in the affected area by 21 jobs By selecting Alternative 612 a more balanced multiple 
use plan. total area employment would increase by 194. 

We urge the adoption of Alternative 12 because [it] provides an increase In available forest industry employ- 
ment 

we support Alternative 12 because it] would create more lobs and increase the total income in the timber 
Industry, 

Timber jobs are imporlank they represent good wages, productive, clean, renewable work Service Jobs - 
recreation - are low-paying, minimal wage and produce nothing 

Alt. 8 will eliminate at least 21 jobs 

Appendix 6 has been rewrilien to explain the assumptions inherent In the estimation of changes in employment 
and income displayed in Figure 2.34 and Table 3.23 of the DElS The new employment and Income figures are 
displayed in Tables 3-19 and 3-20 of this FEIS The estimated decreases or increases In employment and 
Income should be viewed as potential increases or decreases rather than as absolute numbers The Regional 
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Forester will weigh this potential for gain or loss of employment as one of the factors considered in seledng 
the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan. 

In the job and income esUmaies by alternative. we are assuming that as Umber declines from current levels. jobs 
and income will decrease also The numbers should be Interpreted as potential estimates only and only show 
that relative Impam may occur by alternative. 

Letter 11 

Letter 12 

The Alternaive 8 disregards the economic impact of reducing Umber harvesting to 27 MMBF annually. 

You must supply the local people wtth a living You must ensure all of us have abundant and high quallty wood 
producis. 

The Draft Management Plan has several areas that will direcily have a negative Impact on the economy of our 
communlty and W M Cramer Lumber Co 

The forests In Virginia are second to agriculture in providing incomeljobs in the Commonwealth The draft 
revised 'plan' does not adequately insure that the renewable resourcesofthe Forestwill be used at amaximum 

Many people depend on logging for a living in the area Many schools and countles depend on twes for 
assisiance wtth their programs 

The timber harvests are a significant economic boost to many of the communkles in the heart of the natlonal 
forests and such a reduction in harvests will harm these local economies. 

There are those employed in the forest prod Industry. as well as local economies adjoining the National Forest, 
that are very dependent upon the products derhred from the Forest 

Lener 48 

Letter 53 

Letter 66 

Lener 73 

Letter 74 

Letters96,97,98,99,100,101,102,103,104,105,106,107,108,109,110,111,112,113,114,115,116,117,116,119,1x),121,1~, 
123. 124. 125.126. 127,128, 129, 141 

The local economies are still suffering from the recent recession Why subject the economy to such a drastic 
decrease? Thetimber hawesiing program prwides a substantial amount of money to the local economy as well 
as generating Income for public roads and schools 

Maintain timber harvest at least at current levels so that dependent industries and communities In and around 
the forest can s u ~ i v e  The money returned to these rural countles from forest revenues is also most important 
to local governments. 

We belleve that the George Washington National Forest has an affirmative responslbiliiy to the many communl- 
ties It dominates with regard to forest resources The region is diligently seeking economic opportuntty for Its 
crtizens and the National Forest has the capacity to contribute to reglonal economic stability by actively 
marketing wood raw materials in a reliable fashion Alternative 12, while only provlding a small fraction of the 
wood which the Forest could yield, does allow for some promotion of the reglonal forest economy. 

This plan would reduce the annual harvest by over 40% and only 24% of the total acreage would be classed 
as suitable for timber production. This Is drastically lower than current levels, which would destroy the local 
economy that depends largely on the National Forest. 

Timber production from the GWNF represents an Important part of the economies of many of our rural counties 

I support Altematbe 12 as the best management plan forthe people of West Virginia This plan will help secure 
jobs and add to the tax base. both of which are desperately needed in West Virginia 

Our county needs jobs Our society will not survive as one big National Forest without wise use 

Please remember that some oommunliles depend on the timber haNesls for their livings 

Letter 136 

Letter 145 

Letter 150 

Letter I 8 6  

Letter 286 

Letter 289 

Letter 293 

Letters 374,765,1428,1633,3939 
Alternative 12, while only providing a small fraction of the wood which could be produced from the forest, does 
allow for development of the regional forest economy. 
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4091 

Letter 430 

Letter 442 

Letter 443 

Letter 488 

Letter 490 

Letter 516 

Letter 518 

Leitar 526 

Letter 530 

Letter 532 

Letter 536 

Letter 551 

Letter 560 

Lever 744 

Letter 744 

Letter 865 

Letter 675 

Letter 879 

The National For& has the capaclly to contribute to regional economic stablllty by aciiveiy marketing wood raw 
materials In a reliable fashion Alternative 12 does allow for development of the regional forest economy. 

An. 12 1s the best plan by reason of our poor economy. Our country cannot stand any more loss of jobs 

I am concerned about the Impact of Ah 6 on the economy and the Umber industry. 

I support Ah. 12 because of fear of lost jobs In the lumber [lnduedty]. 

[Alternalwe 8 has] .a lower allowable sale cut of timber Wlth this reduction would come the loss of many jobs 
and the closing of businesses. Wlth the lost jobs and Industry, the lax base obtained from the sale of timber 
would affeci the local economies. schools, or social programs In these areas. 

In the past the forest has contributed to the development 01 a stable economy in the area and lt has a 
responslbilitytoconnue this conirlbutlon through goods and selvloes b can provide. Alt 12 is e good plan that 
will allow area communities to enjoy a stable economy while at the same time allow for expanded use by 
recreational visltora 

I am in support of Alternative #I2 due lo the lacl that It will Increase and maintain employment 

I support the #I2 Issue over #6 because of more jobs that will pay more than minimum wages 

I oppose Alternative 8 and support Alternative 12 because It provides more jobs and better economy 

I am lor cutting bmber In the Natlonel Forest because It gives people jobs and helps support the communlly 

This is to express my support of Alternative 12 Because II means the future of the productive use of our nation's 
wood lands. Also, lt means the livelihood of many iowns and the means of income for many thousands of people 
in our nation. 

I support Alternative 12 rather than Alternative 8 In Ihe new management plan for the George Washington 
National Forest Alternative 12 Is Importantto maintain jobs end create new ones to support our local economy. 

I support Alternative 12 because I would keep my job and more people would have jobs and the state would 
not have to keep my family and mysen. lt would provide a stable timber suppiy to my communities 

I support Alternatwe 12 because It provides more jobs. 

The Authorlly would like to address, specifically. the policy presented in Alternate 8 of reducing the timbering 
volume from eight million board feet to 3.5 MBF We believe that the reduced level unnecessarily restricts the 
opportunity for commerce In Pendleton County, West Virginia. The final approved plan should reflect the needs 
of lhe ambient communlties and allow for the continued timbering at current volumes 

The draft forest plan I6 arbitrary In establishing acreage use and timbering ratios The surrounding communlties 
and related economic Impact have not been weighed In the calculation to arrive at a well considered number 

1 do not believe that Alt. 8 for mgt. of the GWNF adequately meets the needs of the people This aR. Is too 
narrowly focused and places too lmle emphasis on the many people whose livelihood depends on the 
availability 01 forest producis lor commercial use. 

In these days of an uncertain economy, we should be encouraging high employment and the development of 
our renewable natural resources, not Ihe reverse 

Reducllon of harvest down l o  the 27 mmbf proposed In the draft of Alt 6 would have a negative Impact on our 
Industry and our workers' families. Additional halvesting on private and corporate lands In the area wIII not 
happen because the volume 1s not available on these lands: therefore, area loggers would lose their jobs 
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Letter 880 I am very concerned about the recent Drafl Mgmt Plan for the GWNF and Its effech, not only on hardwood 
lumber people. but also on ihe economic stabillty of the region 88 well as the overall public benefit for everyone 
both now and In the future 

. m h e  economy of Rockbridge County will be impacted negatively by the Draft Management Plan proposed 
for the George Washington National Forest 

The present Drafl Plan will discourage the location of prospective forest industries and expansion of existing 
industries because 01 proposed limded timber supply from ihe major lorest Owner -the George Washington 
National Forest 

To reduce the allowable cut would place a heavier burden on private forest lands. d will reduce 25% payments 
tothecoun~esintheforestwhichwilllnturnplaceaheavierlaxburdenontheircdizens,anditwillde~rive manv 
of their means of earning e living 

To further restrict timber harvest in the NF's would be yet another blow to our bad national economy and would 
directly affect our local economy In a negative way 

Alt 8 is much to be preferred In Bath County than Alt 12 For ihe loggers, of course, this is a bread and butter 
issue and for the industry (pulp, paper, forestry products) ti is an economictfinancial issue And reading the 
various ab .  you can see why they would favor #12 But there are numerous conservation and envlronmental 
issues better addressed by the other alts Alt. 8 is a compromise selected after an intensive year of work in 
which, among other interested parties, the loggers and the timber industry participated fully 

Letter 936 

Letter 936 

Letter 969 

Letter 1256 

Letter 1273 

LwUer 1304 Alternative 8 does n d  provide economic stabillty to the Impact area ol the GWNF Wdh a loss of 88 jobs and 
no galn in total income, local economics will suffer severe hardships 

Leiten 1305,2679.4w6 
The Region is diligently seeking economic opportunity for b omens and the natlonal forest has the capaclty 
to contribute to regional economic stability by actively marketing wood raw materials in a reliable fashion 
Alternative 12, while only providing a small fraction of the wood which could be produced from the forest. does 
allow for development of the regional forest economy 

Lei's not allow the negative impacts economically that will ultimately result from choosing Alt #8 

The timber industry that has developed around the forest with sales expectations from the GWNF will suffer from 
adoption of An 8 I say no for Alt 8 

As most of my family is supported one way or another from our most dependable natural resources, ourforests, 
I can wholeheartedly support only Ak 12 Our area is in such an economic recession that the reduction in any 
timber cui could not be majoraily supported In this area The reduction of lust one lob is too much1 

I think option #I2 would be better than option #8 because d would create more jobs for the oommunity 

Timber harvest is our best hope In West Va for future economic development and I know rates high in Virginia. 
I hope your draft of this proposed plan will be reconsidered 

I agree wtih AR. 12 Ai l  12 will keep jobs and keep people working 

Alt 12 would be the best plan for logging. It would give people jobs and bring revenues into the counties. 

The local economies need at least the current level of timber production to keep going That is why I support 
An 12 

I support An 12 because I think more tlmber should be halvested Me and my family are supported by timber 
harvesting 

The Federal God has a contract wlth the people of this country and specifically with communities around our 
Federal lands to not radically change the role those lands play In the local economies The adoption of Ali 8 
would be a serious breach of that contract and have avery negative Impact on commundies around the GWNF 

Letter 1326 

Letter 1366 

Letter 1367 

Letter 1410 

Letter 1424 

Letter 1462 

Letter 1472 

Letter 1473 

Letter 1545 

Letter 1638 
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Letter 1563 

Letter 1663 

Letter 1863 

Letter 1817 

Letter 1821 

Letter 1854 

Letter 1872 

Letter 1904 

Letter 2019 

Lelier 2059 

Letter 2160 

Letter 2160 

Letter 2167 

Letter 21 70 

Letter 2181 

Leliers 2181, 

The economy of the Greater Alleghany Highlands will be lmpacied negatively 

The Dran Land Management Plan projects a loss In direct and Indirect jobs and protecis a drop in distribution 
of revenues for the area. 

Support Anernatwe 12 which will allow us to utilize this renewable resource This Alternative will allow for the 
location of addnional foresl related mdustrles in our area and It will allow for expansion of existing industries 
rather than reducing thei; employment base. 

Anernatlve 8 does not adequately address the needs of local economies who depend on Forest Service timber 
for thelr income. 

Your reduced tlmber harvesting rates proposed in AH. 8 will create a hardship on many small loggers and 
sawmills and will severely restrict the future expansion of the forest products Industry in an area which needs 
addltional employment opportunliies 

There are some good economic advantages from Alternative 12. Anernatwe No. 8 has been estimated to cause 
a loss of 67 tlmberlndustry jobs, compared to an Increase of 78suchjobs by Alternative 12 Some215totaljobs 
more are predicted to result from Anernetive 12 than from Alternetwe 8. 

Alt 8 will hurt local economies and cost me. the taxpayer. aven more 

Alt 12 will benefit more people and create more jobs I urge you to select An I 2  

Do the people who live and work in and around the GWNF enter into the management  equation^ Alternative 8 
sure doesn't do local people any favors 

I work wlth timber every day and I hope I will be able to continue for many more years W e  need the NF lands. 
This is why I strongly support An 12 

My family supports An 12 Let's put some more people to work An 12 creates 78 additional jobs. We hear all 
this talk about tourism creating jobs These jobs are seasonal. minimum-wage jobs. We need good steady work 
In this area 

I am dismayed io know that you chose Al l  8 Your decision io drop sale quantw io 27 mmbf will devastate my 
business and my family's future 

I think your assumptions are incorreci when you say that Alt 8 won? have a negaiive impact on my county The 
timber indusQy represenis a large portion of the working people here To stop cunlng as much timber as you 
plan. our economy will be wrecked 

I am a professional logger and I depend on USFS tlmber for ai least nine months of work throughout the year 
I employ five family members in my crew. I cannot believe you wish to lower the ASQ to 27 million board feet 
Alternative 8 does not sut my interest. 

I am dismayed to hear that you chose Alternative 8. My family's well being depends on stumpage from the 
national forest system The major portion of our area's timberland is in your hands Your decision to drop sale 
quantity to 27mmbf will devasiate my business and my family's future. 

2624,2730 
Alternative 12 creates 78 addltional jobs, while protecting othervalues ofthe forest I hear about tourism oreating 
jobs These jobs are seasonal, minimum wage jobs. We need good steady work in this area Alternative 12 will 
accomplish this goal My family supports Alternative 12 

Lener 2191 

Letter 2198 

AH 8 Is not a multiple use ali Isn't muliiple use what the NF system is all about 

Anernative 8 will deepen the recession even more. Anernative 8 wants to lower the ASQ to 27 mllllon feet and 
only meet 59% of the future timber demand 

How many industrieswould move into this area d you offered sustained yield sale quantity? Instead of attracting 
more industry, your plan figures how hard you can squeeze existing industry 

Letter 2203 
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Letter 2212 

Letter 22t3 

Letter 2224 

Leiter 2?33 

Letter 2241 

Letter 2254 

Letter 2297 

Letter 2301 

Letter 2306 

Letter 2315 

Letter 2275 

Leiter 2329 

Letter 2338 

Letter 2338 

Letter 23% 

An 8 is detrimental to the forest industry. Lowering the ASQ to 27 million feet and only wanting to meet 59% 
of the future tlmber demand will be disastrous to the timber Industry and the local economy. 

Lowering the ASQ to 27 million feet and only wanbng to meai 58% of the Mure timber demand will be 
detrimental to the timber industry and the local economy 

An 8 does not help the local economy at all 

50 MMBF annual sale quanilty will insure stabiliiy to an industry that provides the most jobs. 

Adequate Income should be denved if oniy for its financial value to the local counties where the Forest exists 
and who depend on It for their existence 

[Aiiernaiw] number five would be my first choice as It sewes to stimulate our economy and return the most to 
our taxpayers 

When changing Alternative 8, you obvlously did not consider the economk disaster you would be creaiing. 

Aiiernatrve 12 gives us more jobs I think you should ch-e AltemaiNe 12 

I prefer Alternative 12 because jobs will be gained 

Anernative 12 will allow communnies In the area to enjoy a stable economy. The timber from the forest will 
provide wood and paper products for the cdzens of the nation which will result In monetary return to the 
National Forests This will resun in a savings to all taxpayers of the nation. which is important during these times 
of economic stress. 

[Alternative 121 would provide continuing employment for the forest industry within the general location for the 
forest, indirectly for the other Industries that are tied in with the wood producing industry. 

Consider that the timber Industry plays a significant role In the local economy, both in jobs and ddlars which 
affeci timber-related business The siabilih, of the timber industry 1s of prime importance and h i s  should be a 
factor in the eventual plan 

The George Washington National Forest has the capacity to contribute to regional economic stability by actively 
marketing wood raw materials In a reliable fashion and has an affirmative responsibillty to the many communi- 
ties lt dominates wlth regard to timber supply 

AiiernaUve 12. while only providing a small fraction of the wood which could be produced from the forest, does 
allow for development of the regional forest economy. 

IsupportAlt 12.Alt12, whlleonly providingasmallfraotlonofthewoodwhlchtheforestcouldyield,doesallow 
for some promotion of the regional forest economy Environmental and natural resource met. is a longterm 
investment and Ah 12 1s the plan that is most sultable to accomplish these goals 

Letters 2379, 2610 
Aiiernative 12, while only providing a small fraction of the wood which could be produced from the forest, does 
allow for development of the regional forest economy 

Goshen, Virglnia. will be Impacted negatively by the Drafi Management Plan proposed for the George Washing- 
ton National Forest 

Keep in mind when making the final plans. the long-term effects on our own families, friends and how the final 
decisions will affect our own personal lives for years to come 

Please consider Alternative 12 which will provide more jobs for our erea 

Alternative t 2  increases total employment over present levels, generates more money for local counties than 
Alternative 8. and strengthens the job security of many, thereby removing them from the 'threatened' or 
'endangered' lists 

Letter 2387 

Letter 2485 

Letter 2517 

Letter 2535 

Effects of Timber Harvests on Local Comm/Econ 
BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES 

I - 136 



Lelter 2535 From an economic standpoint, Alternative 8 decreases total employment while Anernatives 5, 7, 12 and 14 
increase employment: holds the US Treasury diredy accountable for more funds to counties than su other 
ahernatives: and %reatens* and 'endangers' the job security of many workers in and around the GWNF 

Mors jobs would be provided in the timber and wood induatry in the area wlth Alternative 12. Letter 2558 

Letter 2553 I support Alternative 12. Wlthout adoption of Alternative 12, there will be Increased unemployment due to 
company closings which In turn would slow any economic recovery and unimaieiy send more american jobs 
overseas 

Lener 2587 Anernaiive 12 will allow area communkies to enjoy a stable economy while atthe same time allow for expanded 
use by recreational visltors 

I am dismayed to hear that you choose Ahernative 8 for the future management of the forest. My families 
wellbeing dependsonstumpagefromihe nationalforestsystem.Your decision to drop sale quantriyto27 mmbf 
will devestate my company and my children's welfare. 

We need l o  keep the forest industry and the forest healthy. Replace Anernatwe 8 with Alternative 12. 

Anernativve 8 will resun in a loss of 21 jobs, but Alternative 12 will result in a gain of 194 jobs 

The local communltles would benefrt most from Alternative 12. it creates jobs and pays more to the counties 
You are the largest landowner in many of the effected counties. You don? pay taxes. The least YOU can do is 
provide some jobs 

Lener 267.4 

Lener 2637 

Lener 2662 

Lener 2667 

Lener 2668 

Lener 2681 

Lener 2684 

Lener 2684 

Letter 2&87 

Leners 2716,2721 

Letter 2728 

Lener 2731 

Leiiers 2741,2746 

An. 8 will put many loggers out of work. 

The local commundies would benefit most from An 12. lt creates jobs and pays more to the counties. You are 
the largest landowner in many of the affected counties You don't pay taxes. The least you can do is provide 
some jobs 

Pick An 12. n creates jobs. 

I don't believe enough consideration was given to the local communities that are dependent on your timber for 
jobs. This region is already suffering from high unemployment You don't need to add to the problem 

i don? like akemaHve 8. Managing only 25% of the forest for hmber production will place a great hardship on 
the locel communrties 

Single use emphasis like preservation (alternative 8) provides lmle l o  most cltlzens and absolutely zero to the 
economy. People say tourism 16 the answer l o  all our problems. They say preservation is tourism. We have 
enough seasonal, low pay, no benefit jobs 

27 mmbf ASQ will put many of us loggers out of work Wasn't the FS supposed to provide stability in the 
communlty? Only meeting 59% of demand will upset the apple cart1 

More people would benefit economically [with Ailernalive 121 

Alternative 12 creates jobs and pays more to the counties. You are the largest landowner In many ofthe effected 
counties. You don't pay taxes. The least you can do is provide some jobs 

I don't like your choice of An. 8. Managing only25% oftheforestfortimber production will place agreat hardship 
on the local communities Trees need to be thinned and haNested to keep stands heanhy Jobs are created in 
the communities around the forest to camplete these tasks 

I vote for Alternative 12 [because] Alternative 8 will result In a loss of 21 Jobs. but Alternative 12 will result in a 
gain of 194 jobs 

Lener 2753 

Lener 2859 
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Letter 2897 Thank you for your considerailon ofthe adoption of Alternative 12and not Alternetwe 8. which would discourage 
the location of prospective forest related Industries and the expansion of existing industries In our region 

The greatly reduced allowable sale quantriy does not adequately meet ihe existing timber demand and causes 
1065 of jobs. 

Letter 2914 

Letters 3423, 3424 
Under Alternative8. millions of boardfeetwould bewasted astrees dieand rot Wdh proper management, more 
of these trees could be harvested, providing jpbs for people In the area, and raw material for mills 

Letter 3599 

Lener 3533 

Letter 36C3 

Letter 3610 

Letter 3637 

Letter 3659 

Letter 3659 

Letter 36bo 

Lelter 36M) 

Letter 3673 

Letter 3702 

Letter 371 1 

Letter 3730 

Letter 3734 

Letter 3734 

1 do not want to see the GWNF grow to mortalriy and die while people without jobs are going hungry Trees are 
a renewable resource, people are not The economical impact of your decision Is crucial. I urge you to choose 
Alt 12 

I support Alternative 8 More intensive timber hawesting may provide "e jobs at least temporarily and same 
more money in the state's coffers but are running out of untouched natural areas and our population Is growing 
Preserving these areas is worih afew lost jobs and lower state Income and aven increased prices for wood and 
paper products. 

Wdh an already strepped National Budget, a defiod of record amounts. and many localdies scraping for tax 
dollars Alternative 8 would just increase this burden 

Alternative 8 decreases both timber industry jobs and total jobs, while AR. 12 increases timber Industry jobs by 
78 and total jobs by 194 With unemployment already high In these counties (Bath Couniy is over 23%), how 
in the world can we afford more loss of jobs? Where do people get new jobs when the job market is already 
stretched to Hs l i m e  Many of those who would lose their jobs have no other training and would not be able to 
compete lor jobs even d they were available 

We do not support any alternatwe that reduces lobs, lessens timber industry employment or falls short in the 
distribution of receipts to Counties 

Alternative Plan 12 would have a more positive economic impact for this area 

The economic impaci to this area would be very severe. Plan NO 8 greatly reduces the timber halvest Many 
timber related jobs would be lost in this. one of the highest unemployment areas of the State The Counties 
would also lose revenue due to the reduction of the Distribution of Receipts to Counties The primary Industry 
In this area, The West Virginia Pulp & Paper Co, would be adversely affected by a reduction of the timber 
harvest 

With today's economy you must maximize jobs. revenue, and returns to counties A loss of even one job is 
unacceptable 

Lots of small communities around the GW depend on a stable hmber harvest Maintain one 

Alternative 12 will create lobs which are a benefit to all communllies Alternative 8 will suppress jobs which a 
negative economic factor in our area Therefore, I strongly favor alternative 12 over alternative 8 

I support Alternattve 12 I feel that the jobs provided are imporlant, and cast my vote mainly for that reason 

Wdh a 30% unemployment rate, the Board does not want to affect the livelihood of timber harvesters while 
malntaining the beauty of the County 

The greatly reduced allowable sale quantriy does not adequately meet the existing timber demand and causes 
loss of jobs 

To reduce the timber harvest in the GW Forest Is an economic hardship that the people of Western VA should 
not be subject to 

The schools of the area, the roads of the area. the economy of the area, the people of the nation and the national 
treasury will ail suffer d the maximum harvest of the area is n d  maintained using proven forest management 
practices 
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Letter 3734 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3759 

Letter 3831 

Letter 38M) 

Letter 38M) 

Letter 3886 

Letter 3914 

Letter 3927 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3951 

Letter 3963 

Letter 3967 

Letter 3972 

Letter 4054 

Letter 4071 

Not to utilize the economic value of the GW Forest to support the economic advancement of the area Is contrary 
to the intentions of Congress in establishing the Appalachian Development 

Alternative 12 provides for 194 new workers. which amounta to a net increase of 215 compared to Altemattve 
8. 

An 12 is the better plan lt would create lobs in the umber industry. This would also create a gain in lobs in the 
economy 

The economic impact of your plan must be favorable to the locallties where your land is located 

I find that Alternative 8 is too narrow in focus Alternative does not address the needs of rural economics located 
In and aroundthe George Washington National Forest Jobs wlll be losi and counties will lose money as a resuk 
of choosing Alternative 8. 

Change your preferred Alternative to Alternative 12. Alternatlve 12 provides addltional jobs and provides 
counties with a greater return than both Alternative 8 levels and current levels. 

Alt 8 doesnY care about jobs, the local economy or people who realb use the forest 

Alternative 8 will threaten the jobs of thousands of people in the region and endanger the already fragile 
economies of many western Virginia and West Virginia communities 

The current level of timber harvesting provides an important economic stability forthe areas because lt provides 
jobs 

Alternative 12 will create employment 

Major flaws in the analysis are evident especially in the area of demand and economics LMe to no consldera- 
tlon Is given to the economlc importance of the Forest and Its timber 6aies to the local rural commundies. The 
local counties receive imle from the 25% and PiLT funds but carry the load of having approximately 50 percent 
of their land tax base, from which it receives no property taxes, In federal ownership While private property 
taxes (for comparable land) will run from $1 50 to $2.00 per acre the counties usually don't receive the full $0 75 
per acre that they are supposed to receive from the 25% and PILT funds The National Forest places additional 
burdens on the local governments for law enforcement, search & rescue operations, fire protection. etc with 
little to no compensation from the Forst Service or added economic income from the National Forest 

Alternative 8 does not adequately consider the local needs and impacts that the Forest has on the local rural 
counties. Does not provide for sound long term management of the Forest to provide the greatest goods for the 
greatest number of the citizens Forest Planners must give added weight to what the Management Plan does 
to andlor for the local area and seriously attempt to reduce the negative impacts. 

Rural counties receive little money from having the National Forests as their back yard but are hurt by National 
Forest practices that causes a loss of direct and indirect jobs and a loss of economic activlty and gain for the 
area 

Virginia Review (Clifton Forge). 13 Mar 1692 Economic repercussions alternatwe eight would bring to Al- 
leghany County [are] going to be negative 'We have so many loggers here that actually make their living out 
of the George Washington National Forest, and they will have to go elsewhere to do their logging d this 
alternative is approved ' 

R IS Imperawe that we continue to protect our local timber sources I support Alternative #I2 This plan would 
go a long way in protecting the jobs of those in the Virginia furnbure industry 

I prefer alternative 12 Alternative 12 meets the demands of employment 

I feel sure that Alternative 8 can be detrimental to the environment and the economy in the surrounding local 
areas of the George Washington National Forest. 

I am writing to express my exireme disappointment with the Forest Service choice of Alternative 8 as the most 
sultable plan for management of the George Washington National Forest At this critical time in America's 
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histoory. when jobs and global compebllvenes8 are so Important, the Forest Service produces a Draft Manage. 
ment Plan which decreases jobs. Increases costs. reduces productivity. and decreases benefits to the largest 
portion of society This Is irresponsible management 

The nailonal forest has a dlreot d ied  on the lives of the people and the economy In the part of the country where 
they are located. 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, counties receive funds from the Forest Service 25 Percent Fund and 
Payments-in-Lieu.of-Taxee (PILT). The 'Estimated Change in 25 Percent Fund' In Table 3-16 is supplemented 
by corresponding changes in PiLT Therefore, the ID Team has concluded that all of the aiiernatlves should 
provide the same funding to the counties 

Appendix B of the FElS has been rewrmen to explain the assumptions Inherent In the estimation of changes in 
employment and Income displayed In Figure234 sndTabie S23 In the DEB. The IDTeam wishesto stressthat 
these are relabve numbers and cannot be viewed as absoluts changes in employment and Income. The 
decrease In employment and Income predicted for the Forest Service preferred alternative should be viewed 
as potenbal for decreases In employment and Income. The Regional Forester will weigh this potential for loss 
of employment and Income as one of the factors considered in selectlngthe aiternativeto sewe asthe Revised 
Plan 

There are serious questions about the appropriate role of the Forest in terms of its responsibllities to the citizens 
within or adjacent to the National Forest boundary compared to iis responsibilities to other interested chzens 
or the American public in general 

The Forest Service policy on the role ofthe agency In maintaining communrly stabilw has been amculaied In 
appeal decisions of other land and resource management plans. 

Letter 4180 

Response 

'Although there is no statutory requirement for, nor deflnltlon of, communrly stabllrly within the Organic 
Act, MultlpleUse SwtalnedYield Act, or the Resources Planning Act, as amended by the National Forest 
Management Act the stability of local communities has long been a concern of the Forest Service The 
requirement that Forest Plans maximize 'long term net public benefits In an environmentally sound 
manner allows the Forest Service to include stabllimiion of local communnies as one of the cnieria In 
choosing the alternative to bethe Forest Plan.. . However, stabilization of local communlties 1s subject 
to the multiple-use mandate ' 

Thus, the Revised Pian could include maintenance of communlty stablllty if ltwas consistent wkh other muitiple 
use objectives. The decision to supply a given amount of forest products for this purpose depends on the 
relative abllrly of the Forest to appreciably contribute to a stable regional economy as well as the environmental 
etfects and mulhple use values foregone as a result of this action. 

Hard evidence that permits a conclusion as to the relative ability of the potential supply of forest products from 
the Forest to contribute to a stable regional economy is unavailable There 1s reason to believe that the 
constraining factor on the number and size of manufacturing facilrtles In the Socio-Economic Impact Areas Is 
the national and international demand for the goods and S~NICBS produced from stumpage rather than the 
supply of stumpage This principle is discussed In detail In the process paper The Concept of Demand 

The process paper Economic Diversity and Dependency Assessment concluded that the economy of northern 
Virginia 1s relatively diverse, albeitthe timber lndustty is a major Industrial component. The economic stabiirly 
of any region cen best be achieved by diverslfylng the mixture of Industries and employment opportunltles so 
that the region is less susceptibleto any changes In demand for wood products or any other product or service 

In formulatlngAlternative8Aasthe Forest Service preferred alternative, modifications which should mitigate the 
economic impact of a modest reduction In timber harvest were Incorporated 

1 The allowable sale quantity has been Increased to 330 million board feet (or an average annual offer of 33 
million board feet) 

2. Lands suttabla for t "e r  production are mora concentrated on s h s  wnh higher produciivrly This should 
permlt a higher percentage of the offered volume lo be high quallty hardwood and pine sawtimber (Refer to 
Table 2-5 1 
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3. Tothe extent consistent wiul other multiple use objectives. a higher percentage of the allowable sale quantity 
will be offered on districts where the strongest timber demand has historically been exhiblted (Refer to Table 
A-7 in Appendix A of the Revised Plan.) 

4. The Forest will continue to work wiul counties under the Rural Development program to seek ways l o  provide 
addltlonal employment in those counties where unemployment 1s high and opportunities for employment 
outslde the forest products industry are limited. 

In aMempUng lo  provide for a wider array of uses, values, products and conditlons that people need and want 
from the Forest than In the past, the Forest Supervisor and Raglonal Forester are carefully weighing the effects 
such changes would have on local communlties, particularly those within the national forest boundary. 

Letter 369 

Response 

Paymenis to CounUes Is not really guaranteed. P i l l  paymenla ARE SUBJECTTO CONGRESSIONAL APPRO- 
PRIATION An 12 projects an annual return to countiea ols362,Wo an INCREASE of $70,000 over current levels 
An 12 not only provides more revenue, it provides more RELIABLE revenue aince a greater proponion of n 
comes from Umber sales, not Congrem,. 

PlLT Is not a dlscrdlonary budgat item but rather an entitlement As such, It is not subject to the annual 
appropriation process It would lake s change in federal law to reduce the amount 01 ldnding that each county 
receives. 

Letter I 67 

Letter 167 

Letters 167,2387, 

Letter 493 

Letter 741 

Letter 2898 

Response 

The Alleghany County Board of Supervisors, County staff members, and citizens groups feel the entire region 
could be adversely affected and experience a loss of jobs unless the recommended Management AlternatNe 
8 Is replaced with a better alternative 

.mhe economy of Aiieghany County and the Greater Allegheny Highlands will be impacted negatively by the 
Drafl Land Management Plan proposed for the George Washington National Forest . m h e  George Washing- 
ton National Forest owns 142.097 acres, which is 57% of the total forest land in Allegheny Coun ty... m h e  
economic well being of the Greater Alieghany Highlands is heavily impacted by the George Washington 
Nalional Forest 

3617 
The economy of Alleghany County and the Greater Alleghany Highlands will be impacted negatively by the 
Dratt Ma. Plan The present Dratt Pian will discourage the location of prospective forest Industries and 
expansion of existing indushies because of proposed limlted timber supply from the major forest owner - the 
GWNF. 

There are many families in the Allegheny Highlands area dependent upon the national forest timber industry. 

Alternative 8 would have a disastrous impact on the county in which I live (Alleghany) and on many surrounding 
counties, especially In the loss of jobs and higher cos15 incurred by industries operating here 

The limber Industry isvneltothewell-being ofthe Aiieghany Highlands. An elternativethetemphasizesjobs and 
the continued utilization of the timber resource is essential tothis communlty. The value ofthe recreatlon, wlldilfe 
and wilderness resources is also important to the Allegheny Highlands area for potential tourism, and related 
jobs. However, recreatron.related jobs are even less reliable In recessionary times than are timber-related jobs 
To stabilize the local economy, we need a strong balance in Utilizing all the natural resources the Highlands 
have to offer 

Although the ForestService is working withofliciais of Allegheny Coontytofind waysto dlverslfy theireconomy, 
Aiternative 8A does not Include the goal of encouraging the expansion of forest-related industries through an 
increased timber supply off the Forest. The formulation of Alternative 8A contains e very small reduction in the 
timber volume historically oflered on the James River and Warm Springs Ranger Districts 

Letter I w 
Letter 2033 

Timber producUon from these lands are essenbal to the economic well-being of this country. 

I am very active in recycling, but findlng R difficult and expensive. A major reason for this is that the market for 
recycled paper products is hampered by the subsidies given to the logging and paper IndustrieS These 
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subsidies make paper made from wood pulp less expenswe than paper made from recycled paper pulp This 
is costing the government money. It is costing the environment dearly, it is costing private individuals who 
would like to sell their timber but are underbid by the government, and tt is ultimately costing the consumer 

To ellow timber of the GW to rot - decay - is inflationary and Injurious to the national economy. 

These statements greatly overstate the importance of the relatively small volume of timber offered from the 
George Washington National Forest 

Letter 3734 

Response 

Letter 190 

Letter 1 OM) 

Letter 1253 

Letter 2306 

Letter 2538 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3823 

Letter 4030 

Response 

Alternative 12 pays $362,000 to counties Alternative 8 pays 223,000 to counttes or $139,000 less than Alterna- 
twe 12 

Revenue returns to the counties are of malor importance to the people In the George Washington forest area 
Under Alternative 8 the counties would receive only $223,000 By contrast Alternative 12 would increase county 
revenues to $362,wO The counties should benefit at the higher level as provided for in Alternative 12, 
especially when such levels can be achieved while all providing for multiple-use management and environ- 
mental protection throughout the forest land base 

The Draft Plan reduces Distribution of Receipts lo  Counties by $69,000 

Greater returns in revenue to counties 

Local counties would receive more money in lieu of land taxes from the addltional timber sales 

Alternative 12 will provide addrtionai funds ($362,000) to the locallties in the area. which is 62% more than the 
Drafl Atternative's payments of $223,000 

[we urge the adoption of Alternative 12 because 111 provides greater income to the locallties from timber sales 

Alternative 8 would return only $223,000 to the counties in lieu of taxes, Alternative 12 would pay $362,000 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS. counties receNe funds from the Forest Service 25 Percent Fund and 
Payments-in-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILTJ The 'Estimated Change in 25 Percent Fund' in Table 316 is supplemented 
by corresponding changes in PlLT Therefore, ell of the alternatives should provide the same funding to the 
counties 

In light of this fact, a decision has been made to remove the 'Returns to Counties (M$)' in Table 1 (Page 9 of 
the DEE) The discussion under 'Money Returned to Counties' on pages 8-85 and 386 of the DES has been 
supplemented in the FEiS to document this finding 

Letter 3610 

Response 

From an economic standpoint, Alt 12 is much preferred over Alt 8 The total budget Under An 12 is $2,749,000 
less than under Alt 8. 

A common question that comesto most people's mindswhenever something is proposed 18' 'How much isthis 
thing going to oosP' The budget information in FEE chapter2 Is intended to highlight the malor cost dlfferences 
between the alternatives In the DEE, the Forest did recognize that the preferred alternative had one of the 
highest budgets In this FEIS. the budget has been updated to better reflectthe money needed to implement 
each alternative 

The final decision will consider the budget needed to implement the Plan. In the record of decision. the Regional 
Forester WIII discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mixture of usas. values, products and sewices 
in the alternative to as the Revised Plan However, no single factor, such as the budget, will lead to this 
selection 

The Forest will budget to implement the Revised Plan [I= NFMA regulations at 36 CFR 219.1O(e)] Yearly, 
Forest budget proposals are aggregated nationwide by the Forest Service and submmed to the President 
These proposals then become part of the President's budget request to Congress 
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Letter 143 

Letter 944 

Response 

Letter 2215 

Letter 3981 

Letter 4250 

Response 

The Forea's annual budget, as authorized by Congress, may vary from thatwhich is Indicated In Plan Appendu 
F The Plan will be monltored to provide the quality control necessary to ensure n Is implemented properly The 
Implementailon Monitoring Summary in the Plan's Chapbr 4 provides for monrtoring the budget If annual 
budgets over time vary signdicantly from long-term direction. a Plan amendment may become necessary I36 
CFR 219 tO(e)] 

Chapter 4 of the Revised Plan also discusses yearly budget proposals Plan Appendix F displays the detailed 
budget Information needed yearly to achieve the Plan goals and objectives 

The longer the investment horizon, the more likely It may be that the recreational and educational beneflts 
derived from Implementing Anernative 3 will prove to be much more profkible to the local and regional 
economies than one wlth a greater focus on benefm derived from the sale of forest products. 

With respect to the local economies which are supposedly benefited by subsldlzed timber production, the 
long-term benefits of eco-tourlsm will more than compensate for short-term 10888s 

The ID Team has no information that would Substantiate these assumptions 

All timbering on the GW should be banned, as It only cost9 us money and competes wlth private timber owners 
making their timber less valuable. 

What of the economic benefits of increased cutting on private lands to meet demand? 

Elimination of timber sales from the Forest should actually Improve eoonomic returnsfor rural Virginia communi- 
ties as decreased supply Increases prices to paid to small private landowners In rural communlties Increased 
cutting on private land will make up for any shortfall resulting from elimination of subsidized public timber 
Timber employment should remain relatively constant, wlth demand being the dominant factor, rather than 
supply. though some specific lobs may be replaced by others Money paid to private woodland owners is more 
likely to circulate through the iocal communities. as compared to federal timber sales where any revenues are 
quickly absorbed Into the federal bureaucracy Old grawlh forest condltlons on the national forest make nearby 
rural communities attractive destinations for tourism and vacation oppoltunlties Others find the qualltv of lde 
in such location ideal for second homes, retirement. or the startup of a new business 

As discussed in detail in the process paper The Concept of Demand, the demand for wood (stumpage) by the 
producers of wood-based products and SONIOBS is relatlvelyWasticm R is questionable dchanges in the amoum 
of stumpage offered on the Forest would cause more than a small, sholt-term Increase in the price of stumpage 
The key point is that the amount of stumpage offered on the Forest Is a small percentage (8 5%) of the total 
stumpage sold in northern Virginia and adjoining West Virginia 

Letter 181 

Letter 369 

The dran plan is seriously deficient in addressing the economic impaot of reduced timber sales and reduced 
recreational usage 

We believe the loss of lobs resulting from Al l  B to be seriously underestimated by the Forest S~NIC~. The 
reduction from an ASQ of 49 MMBF in 1986 has already had a profound effect on surrounding communlties 
Independent loggers who have relied on the GWNF to suppolt their families and $mO,OW+ businesses are 
already going elsewhere to purchase their timber. fuel, sic, Some argue that tlmber jobs lost will be made up 
for by recreation lobs gained Yet both An 8 and An 12 greatly exceed current demand for SPNM and SPM 
recreation. Alt 8 will not resuk in more recreation jobs Even dtimber job loss did balance wlth recreation job 
gam, recreation jobs are lower paying seNice.oriented Jobs Being production oriented, timber Jobs are generel- 
ly higher paying Also, a 1984 Virginia Dept of Forestry study showed that for every $1 OW spent by a logger 
to purchase timber, $27000 of economic activity was generated And addition jobs should be lost from the 
GWNF staff The FS projects All 8 will result in a LOSS of 21 jobs and AR 12 will result in a GAIN of (94 Jobs. 
These numbers are far too consewalive All 12 provides far more multiple-use benefits in virtually every 
category (except wilderness/preseNation) Yet the projected annual budget for An 12 is $2,749,000 LESS than 
that for An. 8 
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LMer 1253 

Letter 2160 

Letter 2161 

Letter 2624 

Letter 2906 

Letter 3963 

Letter 3981 

Response 

The Draft Plan reduces Total Employment by 21 jobs I belleve this figure underestimates the actual effect. 

I feel that your employment assumptions are incorrect. 

I also feel that your employment assumptions are incorrect When the forest Industry is the blggest employer 
In the region and you are the biggest landowner reducing your harvest level 30%. how can only 67 Jobs be 
affeded? 

When the forest industry is the biggest employer in the region and you are the biggest landowner reducing your 
harvest level SO%, how can only 67 jobs be affected? 

If you reduce the timber suppiy, loggera. sawmills, papermilla. aqulpment dealers. truck dealers, tire dealers, 
garages and eventually factory workers will be affected 

The Advocate, April, 1992, pg. 10 As tor the predlcted job iwures, mast are In the Forest S e ~ i ~ e  Itself 

EIS -43  the effects of the Alternatlves on employment are very poorly developed. There is more to It than 
just timber jobs Alternative 3 emphasizes restorailon and protection of the OW and also provides tor jobs In 
education, research. and recreation -this needs to be documented and developed Also revise 'changes in 
income' on pg. 3-84 

An inpWoutput model called IMPLAN was used to estimate employment and Income effects wnhm the IS 
county impact area for timber, recreation, wildlife, forest service expendltures and county returns produced by 
the Forest These estimates were made for each alternative and the change from current management reported 
In the FElS The estimate includes both direct and Indirect effects on jobs and Income. The IMPLAN model is 
used nationally by the Forest Service to estimate these effects and Is considered a reasonable model for doing 
this. The definition of the impact areas, the industry sectors affected, and the resource outputs produced by 
each alternative are the key assumptions that determine the number of jobs and income gained or lost from 
current management. The Forest Service therefore believes the number of jobs and income are reasonable 
estimates that provide a good basis of comparison among the alternatives. 

Letter 744 

Letler 744 

Response 

The Pendieton County Economic and Community Development Auihoity would like to address, speclfically. the 
policy presented in Alternate 6 of reducing the timbering volume from eight million board feel to 3.5 MBF We 
believe that the reduced level unnecessarJy resirlois the opportunrty for commerce in Pendieton County, West 
Virginia The final approvod plan should rellect the needs of the ambient commumtiws and allow tor the 
ccntinued tombering at current volumes 

The Dry River District straddles two states, V,rginie and West Virgtnia. and is therefore unique in Its impact The 
Virginia side is consistent with the opportunrties of the Pedlar District. The West Virginia side is wlthoui similar 
opportunities Pendleton County has no large industry and is completely rural The per capiia mome in 
Pendleton County is one of the lowest in the nation and the unemployment rale has been accurately estimated 
as being approximately 10% Whilethe impact of reduced timbering is sustainable to the communtiies in much 
of the forest area, the reduced vokmes may result in e hardship tor Pendleton County residents The Auihoriiy 
suggesis that the current level of timboring be includod in the final draft forest plan to promote reel economic 
parity 

As displayed in Table A-7 of the Revised Plan, the estimated average annual offer on the Dry River Ranger 
Distract is 4 t MMBF This reduction is consistent wilh the relatively weak market end the presance of speclal 
interest and special management areas contanning unique biological and recreation veluos that are Incompati- 
ble with regeneration harvest.ng and road construciion 

Letter 2335 

Letter 2938 

I don't believe the Forest Service adequately assessed the impact Anemaim 8 would have on the paper and 
wood products industries in the area 

There has been so many things left out to direct and indirect employment No 1 Loggers will suffer firsl, No 
2 Paper mill workers. saw mill workers, furnlture workers, box plant workers, transwttation workers, and many 
more 
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Letter 2938 No. 3 You have l o  support people like equipment dealers, chaln .BW dealers. flre dealers, parts stores. service 
etatioris, Mom & Pop grocery stores. 

The socioeconomic analysis includes the effeots of selling stumpage from the Forest on direct and indirect 
Income and employment wkhin secton 160,161 and 162 In the IMPLAN model These sectors include indepen- 
dent loggers and local sawmill operators. At present only 5 percent of the volume needed by the pulp & paper 
Industry comes from the Forest. The Forest Service thus assume8 thet the wiling of stumpage from the Forest 
has very small Impact on jobs and Income in the pulp and paper Industry. However, to bailer respond to these 
comments, a aenslIivity analyais was done using the IMPLAN model and Including pulp and paper industry. 
Based on date supplied by Westvew and assuming the pulp could not be obtained anywhere else. the 
following mukipiiers were developed for every 1 MMBF of hardwood roundwood sold by the Forest up l o  15 
MMBF' 31 73 jobs and $1.1 10 million would be generated throughout the impact area. This compares wHh 4 08 
jobs and ,07443 mllilon not Including thls sector. See Appendix B of the FElS for more information 

Response 

Letter 3610 Alt. 12 pays$139,ooO moretocountiesthan Alt 8. I reslizethattechnlcellythecounties receivethe sameamount 
of money regardless of which alternative is chosen. However, the dfflerence between 25% of gross receipts and 
75 cents per acre must be made up by Congress - in other words, my tax dollars. 

This argument doesn't seem to have much merlt on a Forest wlth a below-cod timber sale program The funds 
required to produce the 25% of gross recelpts are also provided by Congress. There doesn't appear l o  be any 
economic advantage to the government in replacing PILT funds wlth Increased revenues from below-cost 
timber sales. 

Response 

Letter 3972 The point has been made that lost timber jobs could be made up wlth jobs in recreation, however, there is 
nothing to Indicate that this could be done And H so, these jobs would not pay the money that Is earned on 
present timber jobs If the number of people could be brought into the area to provide this number of 
recreational jobs, which would take thousands, would not our national forests be trampled under foot and 
defaced? 

Alternative 8A produces more hunting RVDs and less timber than current management This results in more 
recreatlon lobs being created and more timber jobs being lost than current management There is no datato 
support the last statement in this comment. 

Response 

Letter 1847 In economic terms, Alternative #3 would have no effect on current payments to counties in lieu of taxes end will 
result in no net change in farestw related lobs. k also has the lowest budget and will eliminate below costtimber 
sales. 

The Bssertion that Alternative 3 would 'result in no net change in forestry related jobs' is only valid to the extent 
that timber volume normally ofiered on the George Washington National Forest could be substltuted wlth a 
comparable volume off other lands. While there appears lo be sufficient growlng stock on ather lands l o  
accomplish this, rt is uncertain H an adequate amount would be available for timber harvesting by persons 
currently harvesting timber from the George Washington National Forest 

Response 

Letter 2319 As far as jobs go, more people are neededlo manage the George Washington National Forestto keep poachers 
out, to monitor the ecology of the forest, to maintain the present facillties and so on 

Alternative 3 contains a modified budget that calls for increased funding in law enforcement, and in other 
Iradltionally underlunded programs 

Response 

Letter 143 The highly productive growing condkions end rapidly evolving timber management practices being developed 
in the southeastern United States may in time render the relatively low-slte-index lands considered in the 
Management Plan extremely uncompetitive 

Consideration of events outside the area of the Forest certainly are important in devising region wide direction. 
However, they are outside the scope of the current pian revision process 

Response 
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Letter 1850 In your paper 'Timber Supply and Demand Analysis', ti is stated that [the] Growth . Removal Ratio [is] 2 7311 
n does not make economic, silvicultural or common sen50 to let this renewable natural resource go to waste 
The people of western Vlrginla and eastem West Virginia depend on the forest industry The GWNF is currently 
suppbing about 8.5% of the stumpage volume to sakfy local demand I believe that this IS in direct violation 
of the original purpose of the forest se~ices mandate (1897) to provide timber end water for public use 

Althoughthe authoritytocuttimber (the Organic Act of 1897)wasln place when the Forestwas chartered (1918). 
timber was not a driving force behind the creation of the Forest Lands for the Forest were acquired by the 
auihordy of the Weeks Act lt was damage to the watersheds that led to the creation of this a d  as stated by 7710 
Lands Nobody Wanted by Shands and Healy This aot solved two problems lt allowed land whlch was under 
private ownership to be purchased by the government. It also gave the government the author@ to acquire land 
speoltloally for the purpose of watershed protection in 1924. the Clarke McNarv Act added ?he Droduction of 
timbef as a purpose for forest acquisition 

Response 

BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES Role of Forest Timber In Local Market 

Letter 3722 The GWNF currently represents, DIRECTLY, about 5 percent of the raw material used by the Westvaco Coving- 
ton Mill Indirectly, from sawmills and lumber mills, Westvaco procures about= percent of the local raw material 
hauled to the Covingion Mill from the GW Forest 

Members of the ID Team have had discussions wrth and correspondence from representatives of Westvaco By 
their estimatlon. approximately 5% of ALL ofthe raw material used by Westvaco in their Covingionfacility comes 
from the Forest 

Response 

Letter 145 Westvaco has a long history of responsible environmental leadership, and maintains a keen interest in the 
actwlties of the National Forests The company's mod recent investment in our Covingion Mill will inorease 
production and need for additlonal raw materials. The timber produchon from the George Washington National 
Forest represents an important portion of the Covington Mill's consumption The impact of not addressing this 
issue will prove significant to the nation's wood supply 

You are wall aware of our investment of $530 million to increase production by 40 percent The expansion will 
also increase our raw material need by 40 percent The GWNF represents a significant potential contribution to 
Westvaco's raw material supply, and in fact, production from the GWNF accounts for approximately 5 percent 
of Covingion's raw material consumption. 

pNe urge the adoption of Alternative 12 because it] will maintain a heaiihler forest industry Infrastructure 

The expanded processing facilities at the Covington mill will require an Increased supply of raw material 
Although the Forest is hardly expected to s e ~ e  as the sole source of this addrtional volume, It represents one 
of the most convenient and inexpensive source. To the extent that this volume is not available in proximty to 
the mill, Westvaco will be forced to acquire the raw material from other sources, possibly as far away as 
Kentucky 

There is sufficient inventory of raw material in western Virginia and adjoining West Virginia to supply the mill's 
need d one considers the Inventory on the non-industrial pnvate forest lands Unfortunately, the availability of 
this material from the non-industrial private forest lands is uncertain This subject is discussed in more detail in 
the process paper An  Analysis of the Potential Geographic Impacts of Volume Changes in Jimber Harvest on 
the George Washington NationalForBstMarketArea The conclusions in this paper are summarized in Appendix 
B of the FEIS 

Atthe preaenttime, there appears to be enough raw material available to meet W&aco'a current needs. There 
may not, however, be enough available to gainfully employ all the Independent loggers who traddionally supply 
the Wesivaco facilih) 

Letter 280 

Leiier 3823 

AesDonse 
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Letter 7 There are great economic remlfications to be considered when you run a risk of endangering any economic 
industry However, loggers might have to make some economlc adjustments and change their focus 

As an employer of contract loggers who depend on national forest timber for their livelihood and also a 
company whlch has invested a large sum of money into a cable yarder whlch depends 1M)% on national forest 
timber, we would be devastated if this plan is implemented 

Letter 59 

Letters 63. MI, 69, 70. 75. 78 

Letter 71 

Letter 184 

Lelter 490 

Letter 490 

Letter 969 

Letter 1060 

Letter 1060 

Letter 1300 

Letter 1304 

Letter 1448 

Letter 1609 

Letter 1635 

The &eft Plan that is proposed would severely hue the forest produote Industry In West Virginia 

The Draft Plan reduces acres classified as suiiable for timber production by more than 50% and reduces the 
annual harvest by more than 25%. This action would clearly aggravate an already intensely competmve market 

Further reductions in harvest levels are not necessary and would be catastrophic to the forest products 
Industries of both Virginia and West Virginia His lime that human beings andthe economy found their way into 
the forest use equation 

Georgia-PacAo's pulp and paper mill at Big Island, Va , and hardwood sawmill at Buena Vista, Va , respeciively 
employ approximately 330 and 40 people. Both mills depend upon the NF for some wood supply Reduction 
of harvest down to the 27 mmbf proposed in the draft of Alt 8 would have Some negative impact on both mills 

The draft plan suggests that any reduction [in volume of timber offered off the GWNFJ would be offset by 
adddional harvesting on private and corporate lands in the area. Our studies indicate that this will not happen 
because the volume Is not available on these lands: therefore, area loggers would lose their livelihood 

All. 8 is not acceptable by any measure My family is supported by timber dollars and I find Alt 8 to be 
objectionable In this time where our timber resource Is needed by all of our citizens 

The Council is particularly concerned by the Timber Oemand/Supply Analysis described in Appendix B of the 
DEIS Specifically, the agency states 'A change in Forest Service timber harvests could be offset by a change 
In the amount harvested by the non-Industrial private landowner A significant redunion in volume offered by 
the Forest Service should not have an adverse effect (for a mill in the form of higher prices) because its portion 
of the supply mix Is relatively small ' (DEIS. Appendu 526) The statement demonstrates the agency has lost 
grip wdh realdy 

The assumption that national forest reductions can be offset by suppliers from the non-Industrial private lands 
is completely wrong. Under this assumption, according to data in the 1990 RPA Assessment, by the year 2040, 
on a nailonwide basis, each and every acre of non-industrial private land would have to produce as much timber 
as indusiry lands do today This obviously 1s unrealistic on either a national or even state bd 

If alternative 8 is approved It will drastically reduce the timber resources available 

The proposed harvest level of 27 MMBF is only 60 percent of timber demand as determined by the Forest 
Service The Draft Plan statesthat other landowners will be able to make up this deficlt VFA believes differently 
and uses a Forest Sewice document, 'Forest Statistics for Virginia 1986,' to support this posltion Of equal 
concern to VFA Is that pressure put on other lands by the lack of harvesting on the GWNF will causa poor 
management and stewardship to occur 

Alt 8 would tend to save the timber industry from dseil by helping to preserve the longrange resource of Its 
livelihood 

All Bthreatens the livelihood ofthe thousands of Virginians and West Virginians who work in the forest producls 
Industry Alt 8 represents very poor mgt of natural resources that belong to the public It will place undue 
hardship on private lands in the Appalachians to supply needed wood and does little to protect the forest from 
gypsy moth infestation 

Many in this area Including the Big Island mill depend to Some degree on the long-term relationship established 
wlth the Forest Service. 
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Letter 1663 

Letter 1855 

Letter 1989 

Letter 2196 

Letter2205 

Letter 2207 

Letter 2348 

Letter 2506 

Letter 2536 

Letter 2672 

Letter 2809 

Letter 2880 

Letter 2906 

Letter 2938 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3672 

The Draft Management Plan will discourage the location of prcspective forest related Industries and expansion 
of existing Industries due to the proposed llmlted ttmber supply from the George Washington National Forest, 
and, 

Ak 8 will not enhance h e  economy of the area or create jobs. 

I strongly request that you adopt A k  12 as the new mgi plan for the GWNF. Economlc contributions made by 
the furniture lndusty should not die due to lack of raw materials. 

AH 8 wantsto lowerthe ASQto27 millionit and only meat59% ofthefvturetlmberdemand With a good malortty 
of private landowners being absentee and not wishing to out their timber. I do not see where the future limber 
supply iscomingfrom. lf youcut back andthey hardly sell anytrmber.thensomebody hastogo out of business 

Ak 8 Is not a very good aii. I am a logger and even though I hardly ever cui any FS timber, I am afraid you're 
going to hurt my livelihood. Loggers who depend on USFS bmbar will be competing with me on Game 
Commisslon and private timber sales 

I am a logger and I am afraid your decision to choose alternative 8 is going to put us out of business If you out 
back on the allowable timber sale quanttty, I believe there will be so much competltlon that someone will have 
to go I don? believe there is that much private timber out there 

I have a problem wlth the ASQ dropping below the current ASQ or even the anticipated demand for wood 
products in the future The timber industy needs a steady supply of wood products to meet the demand wlth 
the ever-growing population Environmentalists c y  that the timber supply can be shfied to private lands I feel 
they are wrong So many people are buying land to form their own little wilderness, wlthout regard for timber 
hatvest Where is the future timber supply coming from'? 

I view the George Washington National Forest as an important source of lumber for my Industry Therefore, I am 
asking you to adopt the proposal of Alternative 12for management of the George Washington National Forest 

Timber needs can and should be met on private lands Letter 2658 Private land owners are selling a lot of their 
property to retired people who vary seldom want to sell any timber. therefore I would like to ask you to strongly 
consider Akernative 12. 

Paraphrase - Fimber supply from private land will not meet demand] People are moving into this area from 
other states and buying up farms They are not in the timber business, they are buying this land to r e m  on 

I tried to sell some timber off my land and was told that due to the lack of a road going directly to It the value 
of the timber was not high enough to hatvest When I realize that my tax money is spent to build roads into my 
NF to harvest the timber in direct competition to me I feel this NF socialism has gone too far. H that NF timber 
is so valuable let the highest bidder build the roads like my contract w~ the highest bidder goes Why should 
the sale of NF timber undersell me? 

With the continued 108s of the productive forest land base for other uses, we cannot afford to pursue a course 
of locking up the remaining land we have available for productive timber management 

You say that the difference can be made up on private lands You're wrong Withthe USFS owning half or more 
of the commercial timber In each county, that leaves little for the timber indusity to draw from 

There is a great demand for forest producers and it will even be greater in the future You will be making a big 
mistake by locking up the land for availabiltty of timber 

Forest Statistics of Virginia, 1986 states that corporate lands are being overhatvested by about 2w6 Forest 
Statistics for Northern Mountains, 1986 states that NIPL lands are being harvested at growth Each year more 
land Is being taken out of production by development and subdivision Your statement that the lost volume will 
be picked up elsewhere is WRONG1 

I feel that the Alternate 8 issue in which I strongly disagree. would only put more hardships on the timber 
Industry 
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Lener 3679 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3775 

Letter 3799 

Letter 3833 

Letter 3842 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Lener 3939 

Lener 3963 

Lener 3972 

Lener 3978 

I look ai the demand of timber I see the 'buy-up' of private timber lend by outsiders who do not consider selling 
timber Therefore, I like Alternative 12 

Timber supplles from private aources can meet a larger share of demand, as they have In the past As the 
analysis performed by the planning team Observes, 'A review of the supply capsblltiles from all ownerships In 
the GWNF market area suggests that timber inventories are abundani and continue to grow. 

Many private logging contractors are having a hard time making ends meet right now. Your plan would only 
worsen thls by decreasing the amount of timber available for timber management 

I am for Alternative 12 because I am In the timber buslness and the less timber there Is to bid on to cui results 
In dosing the business. 

There is a very subsianhal timber related Industry in the area of the National Forest that Is and has been 
dependent on the fore& as a source of raw matenal Every effort should h made to maxlmlze the timber sales 
In keeping with a good rotation, 88 well 88 the recreation, wildlife, and environmental considerations. 

The preservationists' claim that the deficn created by reduced sales of NF timber can be offset by prwate 
landowner sales is simply untrue Pnvate landowners are not likely to sell theirtimber in the volume necessary 
to make up the difference without some kind of tax incentive to do so. 

Recent investments made by Westvaco at their Covlngion mill increased production and [the] need for raw 
material This also means added lobs in the harvest of the needed raw matenal, d available In addnion. several 
local sawmills have been upgraded and modernized in the last few years that increases their consumption of 
local raw material 

The timber from the George Washington National Forest is an Important portion of the consumption at four 
paper mills, one veneer plant, and 98 sawmills within the zone of influence ofthe National Forest in Virginla and 
not counting the sawmills in West Virginia Export of Appalachian Hardwoods has become vely important tothe 
local, State, and National economies These facilities mean over 4ooo jobs in the Virginia zone of the Forest not 
counting the jobs provided by the loggers who cut and haul the raw material to the processing facillties The 
area of the Forest in West Virginia adds additional lobs to the timber lndustly In addition. the timber Industry 
creates and suppons many spin-off jobs in the local communities. The raw material required to support the 
above processing facilities Is not readily available from other sources as stated by the Forest Planner 

The Oran Plan states that ii would be easy to make up the difference between timber sale volume and timber 
demand from the Forest by going to other sources There is no analysis to show how the planners made this 
determination or even dthe additionalvolume is available No information is provided on the amount of forested 
acresthese other sources contain or how much Is available for halvest The Plan shows a loss In direct jobs and 
doesn't take into consideration the loss of indirect jobs due to the reduction in the sale of timber produds or 
the resulting negative Impact tothe rural economy of the area of the National Forest. The Plan relies on Regional 
Economists projections which are based on assumptions they made with lmle to no local information or lndepth 
analysis. Their projections are then adopted into the Plan even though they have no basis as shown in Ihe'Plan 
Process Papers' Evidently no consideration was given to the effect the Monongahela Decision had on timber 
volume halvest from 1974 to 1980 or the fact that the Forest has been operating under an artificial ASQ (that 
was below demand), set by the Chief, in the determination of what has been supplied from the Forest, what 
could have bean supplied from the Forest, or development of future demand trends Naturally H a Forest is not 
permined to place timber volume on the market then the true demand for timber from the Forest cannot be 
determined under the process used in the develoDment of this Plan Nor can future demand trends be 
determined with any reliability 

Roanoke Times, 25 Mar. 1992 What are the cost Implications of reduced logging activity? If we are already 
seeing softwood costs rising at an alarming rate during a period when housing starts are at a low ebb, what will 
happen when housing starts return to normal levels? Ii doesn't take a great deal of imagination to predict 
shortages and much higher prices 

Alternative 8 only satisfies 59% of the present demands and this shortfall cannot be made up from private land 
This short fall will increase as more private land is subdivided up and taken out of timber production 

Thoughthis alternative [#12] still does not recommend adequate timber harvesting I feel it is the best akernative 
for the long term stabillty of the forest products industry in the area 
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Letter 3984 Such a small percentage of the timber produced in Virginia comes from Federal land that sharp reductions in 
your timber output won't have any long-term negative effect on the economy of the region, 

Timber produciion should be curtailed There are large areas of private timber holdings that are being underuti- 
lized The GWNF should not be In compettiion with such private lands An example of this is the recent decision 
of Wesivaco to close 11s log yard in Highland County because d ~es tvaco l  does not need addtiional wood from 
this area 

An 8 assumes that the Mure increase In demand for hardwood siumpage will be met on pnvaie land having 
worked In this area for ihe past 13 years as a lumber buyer, the last 5 of those years have been characterized 
by increasingly tight supplies of logs 

Coastal Lumber Co. operates 8 manufacturing facilities and all of these could be adversely affected by 
Implementation of Ak 8 

Hard evidence that permds a conclusion as to the relative ablllty of the potential supply of forest producte from 
the Forest to contribute to a stable regional eoonomy has not been located There is reason to believe that the 
constraining facior on the number and size of manufacturing facilities in the Socic-Economic Impact Areas is 
the national and internatlonal demand for the goods and se~ices produced from stumpage rather than the 
supply of stumpage This principle is discussed in detail in the process paper The Concept of Demand 

The process paper Economic Divetsily and Dependency Assessment concluded that the economy of northern 
Virginia is relatively diverse, albett the timber industry is a major industrial component The economic stability 
of any region can best be achleved by dwerslfying the mbrmre of indusides and employment opportunities so 
that the region is less suscepiibleto any changes in demand for wood producis or any other produci or service 

Evaluation of the Ilkellhood that any reduction in the volume of forest products from the Forest could be 
replaced by forest producis from othar lands within the Socio-Economic Impact Area has been done This 
analysis is documented in the process paper An Analysis of the Potenfial Geographic lmpacb of Volume 
Changes in Timber Harvest on the George Washington National Forest Market Area. The conclusions in this 
process paper are summarized in Appendix B of the FElS 

In formulating Alternative BA as the Forest Sewice preferred alternative, two modifications were incorporated 
which should mitigate any economic impact of a modest reduction In timber harvest 

1 The allowable sale quantity has been increased to 330 million board feet (or an average annual offer of 33 
million board feet) 

2 Lands sullable for timber production are more concentrated on sites which are accessible and with higher 
productivty. This should permit a higher percentage of the offered volume to be high qualty hardwood and 
pine sawtimber, thus more economically efficient 

Letter 4001 

Leiier 401 1 

Letter 4257 

Response 

Latter 1985 Please support An 12 Any action other than the adoption of Alt 12 will negatively impact the furniture industty 
and lis ability to compete wrth other durable goods manufacturers. both offshore and domestic 

I would like for you to accept all 12 If the amount of logging is curtailed in this area, this could very well have 
an impact on ail of the manufacturing with the Increase of buying lumber elsewhere We may awn have to look 
at the importing of some of our lumber This would affed jobs 

Please adopt An 12 as the new mgt plan for the GWNF. The domestic furniture business IS in enough trouble 
now wtthoui having one of our most important sources of lumber choked off 

Even d the national forests put timber on the market at no lower than the 'going local market price,' that local 
market price would be heavily influenced to begin with by the prospect of a large amount of available national 
forest timber This means that loggers will be IESS interested in harvesting smallertracis on prwaie land and, 
wrth iheir relatwe lack of bargaining power. private landwners will be unable to require desirable standards of 
thinning and cleanup 

The George Washington National Forest is important to the veneer mills of Virginia and North Carolina as a 
source of logs I urge you to adopt Alternatlva #I2 

Letter 1986 

Letter 1997 

Letter 2030 

Letter 2047 
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Letter 2062 The GWNF is an important 8ource of lumber for sawmllls, veneer mills and all furnllure Industries The forest 
supplies many jobs of ail descriptions. Please adopt An. 12 as me new plan for the NF 

As a Cost Control Manager at a wood working furnnure plant, I cannot stress strongly enough the Importance 
of the comlnued flow ol lumber from the George Washington National Forest These domesilc and looai raw 
materials are cruclal in provlding the competrtive edge Adopt ARernative X12. 

The George Washington National Forest is a very important source of lumber for the furnnure industry, not only 
In your state. but In North Carolina as well li Is very necessary for It to remain a strong source of logs for the 
sawmills that supply our company out of Western and Northern Virginia. 

Letter 2274 

Letter 2284 

Letter 2286 

Letter 2305 

Letter 2318 

Letter 2545 

Letter 2549 

Letter 2658 

Letter 2661 

Letter 3514 

Letter 3664 

Letter 3747 

Letter 3790 

Letter 3995 

Letter 4236 

R is necessary that this forest remain a constant source of logs for us and for the furniture Industry in general 
in VA and NC. 

The George Washington National Forest Is an important source of rew materials for the furniture industry 

R is Important that the George Washington National Forest remaln open to logging for saw mills that furnish 
lumber to the fumlhlre Industry 

Consideration must be given to the people and communities dependent upon the forest industry in the area for 
their survival The Deacon's sawmill at Lexington is not as vlslble as the Holiday inn, the Maples. of the HoJo 
If e strict accounting were taken of the number of residents working at the mill, in the woods providing logs to 
the mill, trucking logs to and lumber and chips from the mill, I suspect you would find that one mill supports 
more people than the three 'tourist-based' firms combined. A larger share of the proceeds from the mill stay In 
the local economy, 

The uninterrupted supply of American hardwoods is vrtal to the furniture industry and to the American effort ii 
would certainly be a tragedy for American Wood Menufaciurers to go off shore for this wood supply 

WRh a group of sawmills (seven within e radius of thirly miles) that produce close to a million feet of lumber per 
work week. I do not believe ARernative 8 will be sufficient to handle this demand 

There is not enough stumpage available locally to meet the demand for logs To further resttnct harvesting 
activities on ihe GWNF wll be devastahng to the wood industries in and around the OW. One or more of the 
sawmills in the GW area will be forced to close 

Since the George Washington National Forest is an important source of lumber for i he  furniture industry in 
Virginia and North Carolina, I feel It should remam aviable source for logs for the Sawmills Therefore, I support 
ARernative #I2 

The George Washington National Forest is an important source of lumber for the furniture industry in Virginia 
and also North Carolina it Is of utmost Importance that it remain the most important source of logs that are now 
supplied to the sawmills in Western and in Northern Virginia in this regard, I urge the adoption of ARernative 
#12. 

Oak is the foundation of the timber industry in West Virginia Many small loggers and sawmill owners rely on 
timber from the National Forest. Protecting our hardwood resources and the public perception of those re- 
sources Is vital to the economic suwival of our state. 

I like Ai i  12. The GWNF is an important source of lumber for the furniture industry in VA and NC ii is important 
that It remain a viable source of logs for the sawmills that supply us out of Western and Northern Virginia 

The company that I work for produces a highquality product with little or no defect We purchase many logs 
in the George Washington National Forest area If you decide to designate close to 800,ooO acres to %on- 
timbering areas,' it will have a wide4anging effect. 

R is of most importance that [the GWNF] remain a viable source of logs for the sawmills that supply us out of 
Western and Northern Virginia Wllhout our raw materials we would not be able to continue our operation, thus 
Its loss of employing workers, Rs tax base. etc 
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Response Based on Information displayed In Table 2.5, the estimated volume of sawtlmber offered annually would be 
reduced by 1.5 MMBF As discussed in the process paper An Analysis of Poiantial Geographic Impacts of 
Volume Changes in 7ImberHaNeston ihe George Washington National Forest Marketha ,  R appears likely that 
this volume could he replaced from non-Industrial private lands 

Letler 46 

Letter 71 

Latter 71 

Response 

If a reduction In harvest on the national timber forces Georgia-pacific to close, nwlll severely affect timber prices 
for Central Virginia 

At the Georgia PacMc Corporation hardwood sawmill In BuenaVlste, Virginia, mora than 30% of our raw material 
originates from Forest Service lands 

If the current plan is adopted It Is ConceNable thai our sawmill will expenenoe a reduced work week due to a 
reduced log supply. R will almost cerlainly increase our log prices and diminish an already bare bones profd 
margin. 

The ID Team Leader discussed thls concern with a representative of the hardwood sawmill at Buena Vista, 
Virginia. It seems unlikelythaithe mill would close a8 a resun ofthe changes envisioned in Ahernatwe 8A There 
Is a possibiltty of insufficient logs to keep the mill operating full time. There Is, however, no way to piedld the 
probabillty of such an action 

Letter 490 

Response 

Letter 1615 

Lener 3705 

Response 

Lener 1645 

Letter 1645 

Letter 1645 

Letter 1645 

Att 12 allowsfortheuseof agreater amountofwood,whichtheforestwillyield, whether managed professional- 
ly or not As a respective cdizen of the area, G-P supports the use of thls wood rather than allowing It to be 
wasted as dictated by other A n  choices Using this wood to provide wood and paper productsforthe cdizens 
of the nation, will resun in a monetary return to the NF's. This will result in savings for all taxpayers of the nation 

Aiternaiive 12 has been reformulated to have an allowable sale quantky of450 million board feet (or an average 
ennual offer of 45 MMBF) This volume of stumpage equates to the anticipated demand for stumpage from the 
Forest As displayed in Graph 2-25, this volume of harvested timber is substantially below-cost and would not 
'resull In savings for all taxpayers of the nation 

The economic analysis, which indicates lostjobs intimber, doesnotseemtotake into accountthe factthat most 
of these jobs will just move to private lands This should be factored in 

The forest plan predicts there will be a loss of jobs because of the reduotion in timber harvesting, this does not 
iake into account the increase in harvesting on private lands, which is likely to occur 

As discussed in the process paper An Analysis of the Potential Geographic Impacts of Volume Changes in 
Tmber Harvest on the George Washington Naoonai Fomst Markethe ,  d cannot be substantiated that most of 
the limber jobs lost as a result of any reduction in timber harvesting will move to prwaie lands While there is 
at least some opporlundies for substttuiton, It is unlikely that all nabanal forest timber can be replaced wiih no 
economic effects 

The Recorder (Monterey, Virginia) 27 March 1992, pg 19 FORKS OF WATER -The log collection yard operated 
here by Westvaco closed this week but company officials and lndustiy analysts stressed the closing Is only 
temporary. 

in announcing the closing, Westvaoo public relations manager Robert Crockett said, 'The temporary closings 
are necessary to reduce wood inventories which have been building steadily because of the mild winter and 
market conddions wdhin the paper industry ' 

Local loggers who sell wood to Westvaco in Highland on a quota basis that allows them to bring in a given 
amount of wood a month, will bear the brunt of the operation's closing 

Two mild winters in a row have enabled loggers to get machinery into the woods to harvest timber on en almost 
year round basis. causing the company's stockpile of pulpwood to rise 
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Lelter 1645 

Letter 1645 

Letter 1M5 

Response 

'Many companies have been operatlng at less than full capacity or selling their product for less,' Lewis 
continued Westvaco Is one of them.' . 
At the same time, the economlc down turn that 1s Impacting much of the economy has decreased the demand 
for the paper producia made from the pulpwood when il gets to the Covlngion m l k  

Lewis agreed saying. Westvaco is not the only company that has had to lower production The whole industry 
has suffered terribly durlng this two year recesslon '... 
The pol& raised In this newspaper article seem to substantiate that the natlonal and international demand for 
goods and services produced from the stumpage supplled fromthe Forest plays at least a strong afactor In the 
need for raw materials as the relative supply of raw materials. 

Letter 2030 

Letter 2572 

Letter 3544 

Response 

The effect of below-cost timber sales on private landownerawho plant treew For many years, landowners hava 
been urged to plant trees as a consewation measure. We have planted about 60 acres of our farmland to pine 
trees Our trees are now reaching maturity and badly need athinnlng but, as you know, there Is Imle market for 
the trees. The reason, of course, 1s the potential buyers can get Umber so cheaply from the national fore* 

Taxpayer-subsfdized below cost logging from the George Washington National Forest, depresses local 
economies by keeping privately produced timber and timberlands undervalued. lt also lurns 314 of the trees into 
cheap paper produots and air and water pollutants, thereby Increasing environmenlal costs while suppressing 
local recycling efforts 

Alternative 3 would elimlnate taxpayer subsidy. Response Alternative 3 would still require funding from taxpay- 
ers that would exceed any revenues that might be generated by user fees from the public Either way cdizens 
are paying for using the national forest's resources. 

The Timber Sale Program on the Forest operates at a cost greater than the expense of running that program. 
However, the timber 1s appraised at fair market value and usually receives a signlficant bid premium when 
conditions of the sale are in demand by purchasers. Some timber sale offerings are not as desirable as others 
and are appraise at lower prices and bring little or no bid premium. Pine pulpwood thinning sales are costly to 
log and have smaller profit margins for purchasers Purchasers of Forest timber depend on a mix of private, 
national forest and industry land to harvest timber. Many other loggers only cut on private timber land All 
ownership components of our nation's timber land base are needed to mest our needs for hmber products 

Letter 1973 

Letter 2242 

Letter 2665 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3916 

I support AN. 8 Closing timber harvesting on public lands will benelit private landowners Private timber sales 
will be more attractive to buyers, thus improving prices for private landowners' crops while keeping timber 
Industry workers employed. 

Don't compete unfairly with private landowners by artrficially keeping the price oftimber down by selling timber 
below cost. The pulpwood industry should develop rts own private tree farms or pay fair prices to private 
landowners. 

'A change In Forest Servlce timber harvests could be offset by a change In the amount harvested by the 
non-Industrial private landowner A significant reduction in volume offered by the Forest Service should not 
have an adverse effect because its portion of the supply mix Is relatively small. .a review of supply capacities 
suggests that timber Inventories are abundant and continue to grow. no serious depletion of the timber 
inventory is foreseen in the short run the Forest's role could be decreased dunng this period ' (EIS, 6-26) This 
inlormation makes it clear that the supply of timber from the GW floods the market and reduces the prlce end 
value of timber and timber lands for private landowners and local economies Timber harvesting in the GW is 
a disservice to local communities and should, therefore, be eliminated 

During the 198O's, the forest substantially increased its market share of local timber supply. from 5% in 1977 to 
8 5% In 1990. Thus, while GWNF timber removal volume has Increased 6 3%. total timber harvest in the market 
area has increased only 1% in recent years DEB. 6-25 This demonstrates that increases in federal timber sales 
have come at the expense of prlvate suppliers 

I am a forest owner in my own right, and every time you sell a piece of timber, it hurts my ability to sell my timber 
Il also artificially holds down the price of my timber 
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LeUer 4034 

Response 

LeUer 3654 

Response 

Lmer 369 

Response 

Letter 2318 

Response 

Letter 2346 

Response 

The claim on p 2-51 of the OElSthat adoption of Alternative 3, the Conservetion Biology alternative, would result 
In joblessness Is unfounded and an outright lie In fact on p. 3-51 of the OElS It Is stated that .the (sic) role of 
national forest system land to thetotal forest resource base changes in national forest resource outputs are not 
expected to cauw heavy impacts on the local economy ' Thus d is likely that jobs lost through cessation of all 
logging on national forest land would be quickly compensated by lob creaiton on privaie forest. Furthermore 
the Itfling of compet~lion from federally subsidized timber would likely benefd private growers Unfortunately, 
this aspect of employment is not even mentioned in the plan documents. 

As discussed In detail in the process paper The Concept of Demand, the demand for wood (stumpage) by the 
producers of wood-based producis and services is relatively*elastic* It 18 questionable If changes in the amount 
of stumpage offered on the Forest would cause morethan a small, short-term increase in the price of stumpage 
The key potnt IS that stumpage offered on the Forest 18 a emall percentage (6 5%) of the total amount of 
stumpage sold In northern Virginia and adjoining West Virginia 

We strongly oppose the harvesting of timber from the George Washington National Forest at taxpayer expense. 
We believe this praotice results In unfair ccmpetdion wiih private landowners who might othemlse be able to 
profdably market tree crops 

Purchasers of Forest timber depend on a mix of private. national forest and Industry land to harvest timber 
Many other loggers only cut on private timber land All ownership components of our nation's timber land base 
are needed to meet our needs for timber products 

The FS has seriously underestimated the demand for GWNF timber and the capacity of private land to make 
up for any supply deficd. The demand for Appalachian hardwocd timber is growing worldwide. and the GWNF 
has some of the finest 

Historically the Forest has provided a small share of the timber demand in the market area, applicable to this 
Forest (between 5 to 9 percent from 1977.1969) We estimate the Forea's contribution io this demand 6s being 
between 15 MMBF and 31 MMBF Our projections in the demand analysis are predicated upon the historical 
trend of timber stumpage deiwered by the Forest 

FIA data indicates growth to removal rates are at a2.7 to I raho for all species. and therefore an adequate supply 
of timber exists in this area FIA data for our market area Indicates that forest industry and non-industrial private 
land comprise 72 percent of the land within this area, while the National Forest comprises 26 percent But the 
productive capabiltly of the Forest and management objectives on public lands has influenced historic produc- 
tion levels I3 is inappropriate to infer that the National Forest should produce 26 percent of the market area 
volume Wiih these statistics in mind, we believe that there is an adequate supply of timber available from 
non-NF sources that could take up any shortfall if the annual offer from the George Washington National Forest 
was marginally reduced from its 39 MMBF current level Stumpage price adjustments may be needed to induce 
other owners to increase supply of timber, but we feel these adlustmenis would be minimal 

We should continue to use the George Washington National Forest as a lumber source 

This comment Is consistent wlth the Revised Plan 

Adding even more to my rage is the fad that much of the timber harvested from our public lands is destined 
for foreign markets1 

The Forest has no data on exactly how much of our quality sawtimber is exuorted However. the number is 
estimated as being less than 5 percent 
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BELOW-COST TIMBER SALE PROGRAM. Multiple Use Benenw from a l imber Sale Program 

Letter 67 

Response 

Letter 2232 

Response 

Letter 981 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Letter 3710 

The consideration of reducing the amount of timber harvest by almost one half is of not only grave concern to 
wildllfe but to the economic long range factors 

The reduction in timber harvest will result in bmber jobs and income decreasing and big game wildlrfe that 
require young age claases (I e deer) also decreasing when compared to current management 

I believe ii Is Important that some standard of economic reason be applied for harvesting for wildlde habitat 
improvement 

Regeneration harvest methods will be used to achieve wlldllfe objectives when they are the most cost effectwe 
method of achiewng these objectives. 

The Plan should budget for 1,ooO acres per year for vegetative manipulation to benefit non-game wildlife. The 
Plan should not encourage additional deer habltat 

The Revised Plan will provide vegetative manipulation to benefit both game and nongame wildlife The exact 
amount will depend on habltat needs identified in site speclfio projects, rather than an arbitrary amount While 
deer will benefit indirectly from vegetative manipulation targeted at other SDBCI~S, there is no direct effort to 
develop addltional deer habiiat 

Timber tang should be done to provide habitat for fauna and flora In the GWNF, not to supply man's need 

The identification of the aiternative that maximizes net public beneflts requires a oareful balancing of the 
opportunities to provide different uses, products and conditions and public values in a manner that is sensltive 
to the environment, to issues raised by the public, and to agency poilcies and priorities. 

Akernative BA was developed to respond to e wider array of uses, values. products and conditions including 
amenlty values and environmental concerns Alternative 6A is also responsive to the emerging policy on 
ecosystem management. 

There should be one kind of timber sales timber for wildlife. 

The concept of management areas, upon which the plan is based. considers vegetative menipulation through 
timber harvest as a means to achieve the desired future condltlon Some lands, such as those In Management 
Area 17 are intensively managedfortimber production as opposedtothose lands in Management Areas 14,15, 
16 which are intensively managed for wildlife habltat development. 

According to the EIS (p 205). the present value of the additional hunting beneflts achieved through the 
preferred alternative timber program is a mere $205,000 or W50,ooO less than the losses Incurred to produce 
them These benefits are in addition to the millions of dollars worth of hunting available wlth no logging at all. 

Most huntable wildlife speoles can be maintained at viable population levels. This still provides a reasonable 
chance for hunter success when vegetation Is manipulated through atimber management program Worthwhile 
hunting is available on unsuitable lands in part because of logging activlties on sultable land All aspecis of the 
ecosystem are interconnected 

Around hall of the proposed below-cost program is said to benefit wildlde DRLRMP, 2-2. The planning team 
attributes some $205,000 In annual economic value from logglngrelated wildlife beneflts, which k claims to 
offset pamally the forest's below-cost timber deficit. DEIS. 2-35 No part of the planning documents attributes 
an economio cost to the potential harm to wildlife that logging might cause. 
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Letter 371 o This simplistic approach overlooks lmportantfactors, especially the lack of need for additional eariy succession- 
al habitat and the adverse Impacts of logging on bear and other species requiring undisturbed, late succe88ion- 
al growlh These polnts are not discussed in the planning documents. Nor do they addreas in any detail the 

Letter 3710 

Lener 4241 

Response 

po&ble effects of proposed loggin% on songbirds and other impottanl forest specles See, e.g , DElS 3132 - 
5144. 

The claim that the proposed logging program would benefit wiidlne 1s dubious at best This clalm should be 
deleted from the planning documents until exposed to much more ihorough scientdic and economlc scrutiny. 

Loases [from below cost timber sales] are justnied by the Forest Service on the beneflts that logging Is said to 
provide to other forest resources. In fact, the only nontimber beneflts from logging Identified were Increased 
carrylng capacity and hunting for deer and, to a lesser extent, turkey. Carrying capacity and hunting ben& 
for bear were found to decrease WW Increased logging in no cam, however, were these added hunting 
beneflts large enough to offset loss88 from logging (EIS, p. 2-35). We do not feel that the public good 1s served 
by spending more taxpayer dollars to provide hunting opportunities than the added hunting Is worth, particular- 
iy In view of the signdioant environmental costs Imposed by logging. 

The ID Team found that the value of benefits derived from 8 Umber sale program could not be analyzed 
adequately In the revision, Many of the benefits do not posses a monetary value whlles others can only be 
assessed e monetary value In slte-specific situations 

Existing policies require the exploration of management prsc4ioes other than timber sales to produce compara- 
ble non-timber benefhs Abrnabve 6 was reformulated to determine the relave advantage of producing wiidllfe 
habitat condltlons similar to those in Alternative @A wlthout the use of a timber sale program Based on the 
information In Table 2-1 4, the present net benefits of timber and wildlife minus the present net costs of timber 
and wlldllfe for Alternative 8A exceed the present net benefits of wtldllfe minus the present net  costs of wiidllfe 
for Ahernatbe 6. This means that the Forest can produce a comparable level of wildlde benefits more cost 
efficiently using a timber sale program than relying solely on non-timber benefits 

LeUer 367 

Letter 369 

Letter 182 

Response 

The meintenance of a bioecological syatem for our forests Is imperative, and the maintenance of a sound tlmber 
management program is essential to Its continuation. 

The diverse habltat provided by a balanced timber ageclass distribution is essential for a diverse and heaHhy 
wildllfe population Herbaceous forage makes up to 40% of wildllfe food sources Maintenance of biological 
diversky requires scientdic foreat mgi.: vegetative manlpulation (Including tlmber hawesting) 1s fundamental to 
scientific forest management The Interests of the forest products community are neither superior nor subordi- 
nate to those of other forest users. But since timber cunmg Is a necessary tool used l o  achieve biological 
diversky, the interests of the forest produds community must be considered 

I am wrtiing to urge you to continue the management philosophy that you have had In the pest by allowing 
logging to be done on National Forest propeltias. I do not think that I need to tell you that this creates 
exceptionally good habitat for much of our wildlife and is essential d we are to continue to have good, healthy 
numbers of wildlife in the future. 

Biological dwerslty is e complex subject that cannot simply be equated wlth a well-balanced age-class distrlbu- 
tion of timber stands in particular, biological diversity cannot be equated with maximizing habltat for game 
species Biological diversity includes the variety of species in the Forest Not all of these species beneflt from 
timber or wildlife management practices 

Letter 369 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Alt 8 is presewationist mgt that will degrade biological diversity The fesuking overmature forest monoculture 
will be a biological desert that is less vigorous and more vulnerable to insects and disease Under Ait 12, the 
necessary vegetative manipulation tools are available to provide for far more biological diversity 

A mature forest Is hardly a 'monoculture' or a'biological desef There are avariety of plant and animal species 
that require and thrive in older vegetation, including old growth. 

The Forest's budget (elther in wildlife or timber) in the Final Plan must contain fundsto cover wildlde timber sales 
in unsurtable habitat 
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Response As displayed In Table A.7 of the Revised Plan, the Foresi Service preferred alternative anticipates a small 
amount of volume being harvested off lands unsuitable for Umber productlon (so0 MBF per annum). 

Some of the 3,400 acres of 'wlldlife habitat non-structural improvemer" funded In Appendix F of the Revised 
Plan would consist of Umber seles on lands unsuitable lor timber productlon l o  provide wlldlde habitat 

Letter 502 

Response 

Profits from sales should be used to develop other fore& uses, Le.: hiking trails, Mand Improvement, etc. 

Receipt8 from timber sales are disirlbuted by law to the US. Treasury. Several account8 are credlted with a 
dlstrlbutlon of these receipts. These accounts are NaUonal Forest Fund, K-V, Sale Salvage Fund from which 
numerous aotivitles are funded as directed by regulations governing each account Funded activities muat 
occur wnhln the sale area boundary. 

Letter 88 

Reswnse 

Letter 1435 

Response 

In Alternative 8. there has been no economic Impact [analysis done] on the surrounding communities resulting 
In the decrease In wildlife habitat that will come as climax species take over the BM),OOO acres set aside. 

The change In employment and income displayed tor each akernatlve includes the changes engendered by 
Increasing or decreasing hunting opportunities. k is a mistake to essume that lands unsuitable for timber 
productlon have no value for wildlife species. At least for the 10 to 15 years that the Revised Plan 1s In effect, 
these lands will offer quality habitat for black bear, gray squirrel, wild turkey and other species. 

I want to see more land managed for timber productlon, Including ciearcuUlng. Not only will it provide 
timber-releted jobs far the local economles, It would also benefit wildlife species such as grouse. 

Akernatlves 2, 4, 5, 7 and 12 contain more land suitable for timber production and a higher percentage of 
clearcuttlng than the Forest Service preferred alternative. These alternatives are considered In detail In the FEIS. 

Letter 281 

Letter 282 

Letter 292 

Letter 530 

Letter 730 

Letter 757 

Lener 857 

Letter 1306 

I urge you not to abandon forest management practicesthat have been developed and proven successful over 
ihe last 90 years. Since we no longer allow natural fire to occur, logging is probably the only practical way, 
giving due concern to proteciion of watershed and riparian areas, to provide setback in succesbion. 

Many wildlife species benefit from well-regulated timber harvests On the other hand, Inactive or greatly reduced 
forest management Is Irresponsible on our part and of greatly reduced benefii to wildlife. 

The only economically feasible tool available to provide a diversty of habitat is the well-regulated timber 
harvest I strongly recommend that you adopt this management policy for the George Washington National 
Forest. 

Cutting would helpthe wildlife population and give them a place to hide and they would also eat leaves off the 
under brush. 

The development of these habltats Is a direct and a positive benefit of a timber management program designed 
with multi-disciplinary Involvement 

Cammerclel timber harvesting is en effective and cost efficient means of maintaining forest wildine hebiiai I 
sincerely hope that the Forest Service will not adhere to those who would propose to exclude It to the detriment 
of a balanced ecosystem. 

This new program [reduced timbering] 1s not good for hunting. 

In my hunting of ruffed grouse for thirty years in Virginia. I have seen their numbers steadily decrease and one 
of the main reasons, I think, is because we do not harvest enough mature timber The ruffed grouse and all 
wildlife benefit from frequent cutting I don't see why we can't have more frequent cutting to enhance wiidide 
but at the same time use prudence in the cuttlng to protect our Native Brook Trout 
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Letter 2200 

Letter 2635 

Cutting trees Is good for the forest lt balances age class and is good for wildllfe 

Maintaining a broad diversriy of plant and animal species acro88 the forest is an objective shared by all but the 
most radical preservationists To maintain the full spectrum of diversky, from early successional to climax 
species, slgnrficant and regular manipulation of the vegetattva complex is necessary. Commercial timber 
production, guided by the overall objectives of management, Is the common sense approach to that manipula- 
tion and It has spin-off economic benefits The other key to managing for diversriy is to protect the forest from 
the catastrophic effects of fire, gypsy moth and the like Thus, I urge you to consider the broader, long term 
elfects of these aspects of the plan. 

Timber harvesting is the primary tool used to create a diversity of wildlrfe habltats on the Forest, therefore It is 
crdical to maintain an active timber sale program which takes into account the intangible as well as tangible 
benefits of timber harvesting 

The preferred alternative does not maximize the potential valueforelther early successional or late successional 
unfragmented habltats lt recognizes the value of both somewhat conflicting needs and within a large forested 
area provide for both habtiats To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Plan's limits is nelther 
biologically necessary, nor economically efficient 

The Revised Plan recognizes the values of forest management and vegetation manipulation within the contexl 
of multiple use management Much of the timber harvesting will be conducted specifically to regenerate 
portions of an aging foresito provide early successional habltats The amount of regeneration provided varies 
among the twelve akernatwes considered in detail in the FElS Several factors come into play including the 
values that unfragmented habitats and roadless areas provide, value of and need for forest products that can 
be provided. and the costs versus benefits derived from this action 

Estimated white-tailed deer carrying capacity is maintained at present levels Currently, in some areas of the 
forest, deer are inhibiting regeneration of preferred timber species Other concerns include the development of 
a pronounced browse line which can be detrimental to many bird speciesthat feed and nest in the understory. 
and that some rare plant species are preferred as deer foods Forested areas that contain high deer populations, 
over time, may loose some of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trends of 
National Forest hunting stamp sales) shows a very slow decline in the numbers of hunters Based on past sales 
declines, a slight annual decline is predicted throughout the next decade Increasing the deer herd. therefore. 
is not a long term goal of the Revised Plan 

Population estimates were not made for the ruffed grouse. another species that prefers young forest areas 
However, there is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habllat to maintain this species 
throughout the Forest Some alternatives provide for a higher habltat carrying capacriy for this species and thus 
a higher hunting success rate Grouse hunting accounts for approximately five percent of the hunting days 
afield on this Forest In light of a below cost timber program, It Is economloally difficult to justify an increased 
timber program to increase ruffed grouse hunting success rates 

Early successional habitat in the Revised Plan is provided in adequate emounts and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habitat will be found throughout the Forest 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan provides forthe wide variety of wildlife species inhabiting the forest 
is provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE t - BIODIVERSITY and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT' 
(under the subheading of 'Featured Species') Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future 
conditions of the forest as they petiarn to wildlife. 

Letter 2823 

Res p o n s e 

Letter 167 m h e  use of modern forest management practices will positively impact wildlife habitat, dispersed and 
developed recreation. biological diversity, and posltively impact economio gains in the [Alleghany] County 

TheGeorge Washington National Forestowns57,172acres which is24 3% of the total forest land in Rockbridge 
County The use of modern forest management practices will positively impact recreation. biological diversity 
and posltiveiy impact economic gain in the County 

Timber haryesting IS one of the most cost effective ways of creating early successional wildlife habitat Timber 
harvesting does not contribute directly to creating dispersed or developed recreation opportunlties Timber 

Letter 2387 

Response 

MuiIlple use Benefits froom nmber 
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harvesting can be used to maintain species richness (one of the componenis of biological diversiiy). but It has 
limited application in maintaining other types of biodiversity. 

There are serious questions about the appropriate role of the Forest in terms of rts responsibiilties to the citizens 
within or adjecent to the NaUonal Forest boundary compared to hs responsibllrtles to other interested chizens 
of the American public in general The Revised Plan could include maintenance of communiiy siabiliiy if It wfs 
consistent wlth other muitiple use objeotives. The decision to supply a given emount of forest products for this 
purpose depends on the relative ablliiy of the Forest to appreciably contribute to a stable regional economy as 
well as the envlronmsntal effects and multiple use values foregone as a resuit of this action 

Lener 1257 Commercial timber cutting 1s an economical means of manipulating forest growth and providing an ongoing 
base of good habkat for all kinds of wildllfe Comparing umber harvesung costs (I e. road building) wilh the 
revenue from that aotlvily is an unfair way of determining the totel value of timbering to mgi. of the forest, 
perliculariy for wildllfe and wildlife's long-term welfare. 

The question of the muliiple use values anributable to a t"er sale program is addressed through the use of 
'marginal timber and wildlife benefits' This number represents the value of Nmber and wildllfe beneb denved 
from timber harvesting minus the timber costs 

Response 

Letter 3710 Analyze much more thoroughly whether the benefits of purporled 'multipleuse' logging offset the costs and 
state unequivocally that any such logging will not cause overall harvest volume to exceed 27 4 MMBF per year. 

There is no Federal regulation which requires the Forest Service to receive a profit on the sale of timber Sales 
are awarded competltiveiy from sealed bids to the highest bidder most often signlficantly above the advertised 
price AS0 is Interpreted as a maximum timber production from suitable lands for 10 years thatthe Forest cannot 
exceed Any year, because of funding, may be higher or lower than the ASQ. 

Response 

Letter 190 The idea that wildlde, water qualiiy. recreation, and other desirable features can be maintained and thrive under 
a system which virlually eliminates the sound practices of timber and vegeiation manipulation, using Droven 
forestry practices, is ludicrous. 

I hopethatthe new restrictionswhich will greatly reduce thetimber cutting and game mgi potential forthe forest1 
will NOT be put into effect. The clearcut areas and roads created by timber sales are vltal to the continuation 
of much recreahonal aclivlty by a substantial number of taxpayers 

The Forest Service preferred alternative is designed to provide a variety of muniple use benefits consistent with 
the needs and desires of the Forest's public 

I13 of the forested acres are sultable for timber produchon A greater porhon of the Forest was not designated 
as suitable for a number of reasons High roading costs to access remote areas, low quality of timber, and low 
value on site with poor site indices, and weak markets in cerlain areas of the Forest contribute to below cost 
sales Generally, such areas were removed from the suitable timber base to increase economic efficiencv of the 
Forest's timber program 

Timber management 1s .concentratedm on the lands suitable forbmber produdion, but lt Is not intensified Long 
rotation ages and numerous standards ensure that these lands serve other multiple use purposes, such as for 
wildlife that prefer early seral forest stages. and species preferring early seral forest stages intermixed wlth older 
age classes More than 314 of these suitable lands are within Management Areas 14,15, and 16 in which timber 
harvesting is specifically designated to improve wildlife habltat management 

In conformance with the national ecosystem management policy. the Revised Plan limits clearcutting to those 
slte-specific instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condition of the given management area Instead. the Revised Plan identifies modified shelteruood as the 
pnmary regeneration harvest method As discussed in Appendix H of the Rewsed Pian, moddied sheliemood 
end other even-aged regeneration harvest methods can adequately provide sufficient oak regeneration to meet 
timber and wildlife objectives 

Letter 2385 

Response 
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There Is no research orexperience thatsupportsthecontenUonthattimberharvestingpromotesimprovedwater 
qualriy Instead, mltlgatlon measures In the form of riparian area standards and best management practices are 
employed to minimize any adverse environmental effects from Umber harvesting methods 

Hunting. which will be monitoredthrough the sales of National Foreststamps, 1s notpredictedto drop as e result 
of Implementing the Plan. Hunting has declined, and this Forest appears to be closely approximating national 
trends. A slight annual decrease in hunting 1s predicted for the next deoade 

Less road construction does not mean less areas are avellable for hunting Forest engineers estimate that there 
are approximately 1760 miles of Forest Service admmlstered roads. They also estimate that- of the= roads 
are open all year or open seasonally for hunter ecce58. This does not Include the numerous county and state 
roads that traverse the Forest This open road mileage fecilkates easy access to the majority of the Forest 

Some areas remain roadless The majority have perimeter roads, so even these areas are relatively accessible. 
There Is e demand for hunting areas away from roads, as well as demand for hunting ares that are easy to 
access by motorized vehicles 

BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES Compliance with USDA Pollcy on Below-Coot Timber Sale Programs 

Lmer 3710 Plan further reductions in below-cost timber sales. Response Plan for further reduction In below cost timber 
sales The Issue of Below-Cost deals with below cost timber sale program expenses end revenues. not 
lndlvidual timber sales. The DEE analyzed a wide variety of alternatives, and In particular alternative 10, to 
evaluate the below-cost issue While a positive cash flow could not be achieved In any alternative, the timber 
sale program under the present plan does provide posltlve net beneflts in the TSPIRS Economic Account. This 
trend is expected to continue under the Revised Forest Plen and the Forest will continue tying to Improve the 
cash flow for the timber sale program 

The planning team has no sound scientific or economic rationale forthe extensive program of below-cost sales 
that R proposed to maintain The forest should construct an addendum to the new plan that phases out [below 
cost] sales altogether. 

The Forest Service preferred alternattve has been prepared to be in compliance with existing laws and 
regulations. The Forest Service Is not required to make a proflt on the timber sale program The legal requlre- 
ments are limited to those outlined In the USDA Decision on Rense of Administrative Decision by Chief of the 
Forest Service Related to Adminlslative Appeals of the Forest Plans and NSs for the $an Juan NaUonal Forest 
and the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison NationalForesfs The FElS and Revised Plan comply wtih 
the administrative requirements of this decislon. 

As discussed In Chapter2 of the Revised Plan, e national policy on below-cost sales may be forthcoming In the 
future At that time. the Revised Pian will need to be amended or revised to comply wlth such e policy 

Letter 3710 

Response 

LMer 3720 Current timber sale cost accounting methods do not include the intangible beneflts derived from timber sales 
such as fire protection, foot travelways, wildlife habitat developments and forest-wide vegetation diversity 
needed by the various species of wildlife. lt 1s most critical to mslntain flexlbiiity in the mgmt of the Forest 
through e timber sale program which takes into account the intangible benefits of a timber program, rather than 
consider only funds produced from the sale of timber 

The disccussion on the economics of the timber sale program has been developed in light of the accepted 
eccounting principles used In TSPIRS. The analysis also takes into account the requirements imposed by the 
Department of Agriculture in the ‘USDA Decision on Review of Administrative Decision by Chief of the Forest 
Service Related to the Administrative Appeals of the Forest Plansand ElSs for the San Juan National Forest and 
the Grand Mesa. Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests’ of July 31, 1985 Where the timber sale 
program is the most cost effective manner to produce benefits, timber harvesting is considered an appropriate 
management practice it is highly questionable. however, If a Umber sale program is the most cost effedve 
method to provide fire protection or foot travelways 

Response 
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Letter 4044 The Forest Service contravenes Section 6(k) of the National Forest Management Act by senlng and estimdng 
future cutting levels by calculatlng sustained timber yield relylng on bloioglcal crlteria rather than by using profit 
and 1088 equations In other words, the Forest Service sets Its annual allowable sale auantities on how much 
it can blologlcally produce rather than on whether it can be done profltebly. 

Although a strict prorltabiltiy test for timber sales is not required by Section 6(k), the ieglslative history of the 
aectlon demonstratesthatthe economic factor Congress intended the Forest Service to consider In determining 
subblltiy Is the profiiebilliy of timber production. 

As discussed In detail In the process paper IncarpomUon of the NFMA Requimments for Timber Resouffie Land 
SUi&b/il@ Into the Revision oi the Lend end Resource Management Plan for the George Washington N&kanel 
Forest, the IDTeam foilowed the procedures outlined in the NFMA Regulations (36 CFR 219 14) and In Chapter 
20 of the Timber Resource Planning Handbook in determining the lands suHable for timber production tt Is 
beyond the scope of the revision to Interpret the legislative Intent of Seotlon 6(k) of NFMA 

Lener 4044 

Response 

Later 4044 

Letter 4044 

Response 

The Forest Service falled to explain why the plan will provide greater overall net public beneflts than other 
aiternatlveves 

The Forest Service must explain why the preferred alternative will provide the greater overall net publlo benefn 
than the other etternatlves. 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will select the anernatlve that maximizes net public 
benefits. The rationale for this decision is included in that document 

Leiier 4044 

Response 

The Forest Service must examine whether the profltabillty of the plan's timber sales program Is the most cost 
effective way to achieve the non-timber mulliple-use objectives of the plan 

The ID Team has rigorously explored this question In addressing the issue on the Forest's below-cost timber 
sale program As discussed In detail in the process record 'Addressing Issues and Concerns In the Revision of 
the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Fore& end summarized In 
Appendix A of the FEIS, the use of timber sales l o  achieve timber and wildlde habitat objeotives 1s explored. 
Timber sales are used to achleve wildlife habltat objectives where such practices are the most cost effective. 

Lener 4044 

Response 

Lener 4044 

A chosen timber sale program need not be the most cost-effective so long as k achieves the forest's non-timber 
multiple-use objectives However, the Forest Service's below-cost timber sales program also does not achieve 
the non-timber muniplause objectives of the forest as required Public comments made during the Initial 
comment period indicated a strong preference for more retention of the natural amenities Because the leglsla- 
live histoory of 6(k) Indicates that 'other pertinent factors'to be considered include public comments, the Forest 
Service once again seems to have inadequately responded to the statute's requirements by not responding to 
the public's demands. In any event, the Forest Service should propose to further reduce below-cost timber 
produotion because It is fiscally sound and because of the public's desire for more non-timber muniplause 
activities Because the local economles are not vltally dependent upon the forest's timber supplies a proposed 
decrease in net timber Droductlon can occur wlthout havina a slanificant adverse imDact on the nelahborina - .  
communities 

R is beyond the scope of the revision to Interpret the legislative Intent of Section 6(k) of NFMA The contention 
that the public express a'strong preference for more retention of natural amenltles' lsvalid for many people who 
commented initially on the scoplng notice and later on the drafi documents There Is. however, a large segment 
of the population that desires other products and uses from the Forest 

Historically, recreation accounts for nearly 90% of the George Washington National Forest's economic value 
The commerclal timber extraction from the forest has averaged only 24 million board feet per year from 1973-82. 
There has been popular public support for preserving the forest for the increasingly popular non-timber 
recreational activities However, in spite of these facts, the Forest Service's 1989 favored alternative stili 
proposes nearly 2W,OOO acres (24% of the Forest). a 13% increase in below-cost limber harvesting from the 
197362 average timber harvests. as being suitable for timber production 
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Response The period of 19751982 contains the years when the Forest was under a timber moratorium because of the 
Monongahela decision Aiternative 2 represents a continuation of 'interim management direction' and Is 
dentdied as the 'no action' or 'current managemenr aliernative 

BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES Lands Suitable for Timber Production 

Lener 16 

Letter 3742 

Response 

Some of the areas designated as suitable for limber haNe&ng are almost cerlalnly located in areas which are 
too isolated to access, and other areas which are accessed easily have not been selected Some adjustments 
in subclasses are certain to resuR upon inspection of maps which show where the subclasses are actually 
located 

In addltion to mapping the unsuitable portions of MA 16 and 17 with subclasses of MA 16 and 17 rather than 
MA 1. we request that the acreage in these subclasses be displayed in the EIS and Plan We also request that 
the reduced acreage in MA 1 be displayed 

Lands sultable fortimber production are displayed on a map accompsnylng the Revised Plan The Revised Plan 
will be implemented through a series of prop&-level decisions based on site-speclfic environmental analysis 
and disclosure. At that time, the suitability ofthe stand for timber production will be determined using the crderla 
in Revised Plan Appendix A 

Letter E7 

Response 

Letter 4W1 

Response 

Letter 146 

Response 

Letter 150 

Letter 3660 

Response 

The amount of timber haNeShng In MA 10 appears axcessive considering the expressed ecological purpose of 
the plan 

In the Revised Plan. Management Area 10 contains no lands suttable for timber production 

Timber production should be limited to peripheral areas of the forest that are accessible by existing roads so 
as not to impact wilderness areas Timbering should be prohibited on steep slopes, on areas wtth thin, 
low-fertiltty, or highly erodible solls, on floodplains, in wetlands, or within XK) ft of streams Timber should be 
cuf only on highly productive sttes where quality sawtlmbsr can be produced. 

The ID Team Is uncertain lf there would be any National Forest land available for timber production d it had to 
meet all of these criteria Certainly there wouldn't be enough to maintain a feasible timber sale program 

The draft plan reducesthe portion ofthe forest devotedto timber haNestingto25% This Is a great improvement 
over the disoredtted 1986 plan, which proposed to halvest timber on more than 64% of the G W. The low site 
indices, steep slopes, erodable soils, and high cost of timber management makes the 92 plan much more 
realistic 

Alternative EA is identified as the Forest Selvice preferred alternative In the FEE and is the alternative used to 
produce the Revised Plan The Revised Plan identifies t/3 of the forested acreage as suitable for timber 
production 

I would like to see more of the GW National Forest being used for timber production This would provide more 
income for the local economy and the National Forest. while improving the timber stands and qualtty of the 
forest 

Suitable lands should be lust that. You have a lot of suitable land classed as unsuitable This 18 unacceptable 

Alternative EA has been formulated so that 350.000 acres are suitable for timber production Appendu A of the 
Revised Plan contains a more detailed explanation ofthe D~OCBSS used to identify those lands suitable for timber 
production 

Lands Suitable lor n m b e r  Production 
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Lener 161 

Letler 9Bs 

Response 

Improve revenue from timber sales by Increasing acreage available for timber harvest 

The mosttangible way that the communities I serve benefit from the National Forest Is through the harveshng 
of timber. Alternatwe E reduces the number of acres available for timber production Since the National Forest 
constflutes the majority of timber land in this area, the reduction in acreage would necessarily remove from the 
marketplace some of the best timber land In my view, that reduction in available acreage amounts to an 
unreasonable restriction on use of the National Forest 

Increasing the amount of lands sultablefortimber production does not necessarily improve revenue lromtimber 
sales Revenues can be improved by adding more lands with high value timber products andlor s1te Indices 
There are usually no additional oppoltunlties for such an action within any aiternative considered in detail in the 
FEIS Each alternative uses the most productive sltes to the maximum extent that is consistent wlth other 
resource objectives and the practicallty of a timber sale program. 

Letter 188 

Response 

No site index 50 lands should be pan of the timber base for commercial timber sales or wildllfe management 

As displayed In Table A-5 of the Revised Plan, there are some lands sultable for timber production wlth a site 
index of 50 These lands are Included because of the intermingled nature of stands with site indices of 50 and 
more productive sites on the It3 ofthe forested lands suitable far timber production The Forest Service intends 
to be very selective in deciding to regenerate any stands with a site index of 50 during the period a1 the Revised 
Plan The relative economic advantages of harvesting such stands will depend on site-speclfic factors beyond 
the capability of a programmatic analysis like the revision process to consider 

Letter 444 

Response 

it would be my preference to keep the total forest available for timber production For many years the conflict 
between others using the National Forest and the Forest Industry has been minimal and timber production did 
not intertere wlth other activities 

Section 4 of the MUSYA provides the following definition 

'Muitiple use' means the management of all the various resources on the national forest so that they are 
utilized in the combination that best meet the needs of the American people; making the most judicious 
use of the land for some or all of these resources or related selvices over areas large enough to provide 
sufficient latitude lor periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions: that 
some lend will be used for less than all 01 the resources, and harmonious and coordinated management 
of the various resources, each with the other, without the impairment of the productivity of the land, with 
consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources. and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output,' 

Thus, the concept of multiple use recognizes that not every muitiple use can necessarily be accommodated on 
the same tract of national forest land 

In working with various individuals, groups, organizations and agencies, the ID Team has developed 22 
management areas which emphasize different mixtures of management practices that complement or enhance 
compatible resource uses Rather than calving up the Forest based on a simple political solution, these 
management areas contain mixtures of compatible resource practices They are integrated in the sense that ail 
of the compatible management practices (with associated standards) In any management area prescription are 
designed l o  achieve the objectives of that management area In some of the management areas, regulated 
timber halvesting, system road construction and/or motorized recreation use may not be useful in achieving the 
.desired future oondtbon' of the given management area This does not mean that such management areas 
should be labeled 88 'single use management' 

Letter 989 Theareas not recommended for Wilderness Designation should be clearly released to lull multiplsuse manage- 
ment including motormd recreation Since most of the areas called 'roadless' are not roadless or even close. 
these areas should not be referred to as roadless henceforth 
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Letter toM) The council is very concerned with the identification of 176,lW acres of 'Remote Highlands' as unsurtabie for 
timber production Why were these lands considered 'unsuitable' for timber production? These acres are to be 
managed to 'provide older vegetetion in remote and isolated areas where recreationists can obtain a degree 
of solitude and the environment can be maintained in a near-natural state with lmle intervention'This sounds 
more like a 'de-facto' wilderness wlthdrawal The agency needs to reconsider the amount of acreage in this 
category 

'Remote Highlands' Includes 176.166 acres, but why were all these acres considered 'unsuitable' for bmber 
production? This sounds like a 'defacto' Wilderness proposal. The planners need to reconsider the amount of 
acreage in this category There Is not enough information to show whether or not ai1 these acres should be 
considered a8 'unsurtable' for timber production Retain these lands in the suitable base or provide more 
information to jusii i  their wlthdrawal 

2729 
Atfernative 8 s& aside another 251,978 acresfor wilderness Call it remote highisnde or whatever you wish. but 
we presently have wilderness areas that arenY needed or desired by most American citizens. 

i am opposed to any more set-aside acres from mubple use for Remote Highlands 

Alternative 8 sets aside another251,978 acres for Remote Highlands. I am opposed to any more set aside acres 
from muiiipie use 

Those roadless areas considered for wilderness study but not selected for wilderness study designation In the 
plan must be clearly released for multiple use management in the final plan 

Alternative 6 sets aside another 251,978 acresfor Remote Highlands This is the next closest thing to wilderness, 
a biological desert for our wildlife I am opposed to any more set aside acres from multiple-use 

The Forest Service Is finding that people need and want a wider array of uses, values, products, and condltlons 
from the Forest than in the past These additional multiple uses Include environmenial and social values not 
traditionally identified as multiple uses 

t43,ooO acres of the Forest have been allocated to Management Area 9 ('Remote Highlands') In the Forest 
Service preferred alternative This management area has been designed io recognize and manage areas that 
contain special biological and recreational values stemmingfrom the fact thatthey contain few, H any, roads and 
have largely recovered from past disturbances Remote Highlands offer opportunities for solitude, primitive 
recreation and habitat for area-sensltive sDecies These are values. uses and condltions which are rare In the 
mid-Atlantic States. 

Remote Highlands are not 'de fscto' wilderness areas They permit management practices and uses that are 
incompatible with wilderness At the same time. they are not lands suitable for timber production where early 
successional wildlife habitat and timber objectives will be achieved Instead, Remote Highlands offer a core area 
where habitat for late successlonal, remote and area-sensitive species can be provided. There will be some 
habrtat manipulation in the form of prescribed burning. In portions of these areas in proximity to existing roads, 
maintenance of existing openings and even creation of new openings and other improvements Is appropriate. 
Remote Highlands can be managed to supplement the higher degree of habitat manipulation in adjoining 
management areas 

Remote Highlands generally ccntain the poorer and more remote sltes in which it Is more expensive to build 
roads and harvest timber With the high degree of concern aboUt below-cost timber sales by the public and 
Congress, the Forest would be submitting a much worse annual TSPIRS report d we committed much of our 
timber sale program to Remote Highlands 

The desired future condition for Remote Highlands does not lend them to being managed as land suitable for 
timber production Such management increases early successional vegetation which is disadvantageous io 
area-sensltive wildlife species requiring expanses of late successional vegetation Such management also 
requires roading which is disadvantageous to remote and area-sensitive wildlife species and io  primttve, 
non-motorized recreation opportunities 

Letter 1369 

Leiters 2194,2199, 

Leiter P i 8  

Letter 2727 

Letter 2623 

Letter 3595 

Response 
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Letter 88 Aiternatlve8set6aside76% oftheforest for anelltegroupof users provldingwhatadds up10 defactowllderness 
areas On this 8w,W acres there 1s linle conslderatlon ghren to wlldlde habitat, the need for access for our 
aging population, timber harvedng, recreational faclli1ie8 for the average family users and satisfactory control 
measure for Gypsy Moth 

Under Aiternative8,8wb of the GWNF will be managed as an isolatad. decadent forest, 27% will be wilderness/ 
remote even though this far exceeds current demand. 

Aliernative 8 puts aside over 284,W acres as wildernesslremote highlands and reduces acreage for timber 
hawest to 259.W acres from 640,WO acres In 1986. This Is forest preservation, not forest management and 
there Is a major difference 

Alternative 8 consigns over 80 percent of the forast to limbo and Is not a viable forest management plan 

Letter 382 

Letter 1858 

Letter 2254 

Letters 2664,2823 

Letter 2629 

Letter 3660 

Later 3730 

Letter 3951 

ResDonse 

The Drafi Plan shows that management areas (MA) 1, 4. 6,7, 8, and 9, have essentially designated approxi- 
mately 50% of the entire GWNF as exlshng or defacto wilderness Our Chapter recognizes the values and 
benefib of undisturbed areas, unique ecosystems, and rare and endangered species of plants and animals. 
However, we do not believe that the exireme large acreages allocated for 'hands off managemenr meet6 the 
intent of the Forest Service mlsslon, multiple use or professional resource stewardship 

We feel that heavily restricting timbering, as outlined In X6, is a serious mistake, both economlcally and 
environmentally. X8 would make for more Wilderness' While we are In favor of preserving the forest, we are 
not in favor of locking most users out in the name of preservation Increased Wilderness will simply put more 
pressure on the other areas 

Need to add flexibllrty to other Management Areas by adding sultable acres Especially MA's 1,4,10,11, & 13 

The large reduction of acres suitable of timber production is Inappropriate Massive withdrawals of potentially 
productive land should not take the place of diligent planning and management that maintains the desire 
blologlcalvalues while producing Some level of goods and services Integration of activities should be pursued 

This aiternative [#E] 6ets too much of the Forest in a defacto wilderness mode of management. 

it is lncorreot to refer to lands unsuitable for timber production as 'de facto wilderness'. These lands are 
unsultablefor a number of reasons There are avariety of management practicesthat can still be employed on 
most of these lands 

As displayed In Table 2-6 of the Revised Plan, more than 1/3 of the lands unsultable for timber produotion lie 
wlthln management areas that employ avariety of management practices to enhance habitatforwildlde species 
(Management Areas 14, 15, 16 and 22J and 4% of lhe unsuitable acres lie wlthln a management area that 
emphasizes hmber (Management Area 17) Most of these unsultable lands are relaltvely unproduohve and 
inaccessible srtes that are intermingled wlth stands that are sultable for timber produotion 

1 I% of the unsuitable acres lie wlthln Management Areas 7,11 and 13 These management areas also contain 
lands suitable for timber production Those acres designated as unsultable for timber production where elther 
relatively unproductive areas or stands which couldnY practically (or economically) be managed for sustained 
yield of wood products In a manner that was consistent with the ob~ecthes of these management areas. 

17% of the unsultable acres lie within management areas possessing unique reoreational, biological, historical 
or geological values (Management Areas 4, 5, 6, 10 and IS). 

113 of the unsuitable acres consist of wilderness, roadless areas recommended for wilderness study, Special 
Management Areas and Remote Highlands These areas are managed to provide biological and boclal values 
not common to private lands These lands are also managed to provide values which are Incompatible with the 
construction of roads and the sustained yield of wood products 

The remaining unsuitable acres consist of isolated tracts, developed recreation areas, administrative sites, 
communication sites, and utility corridors 
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Letter 730 A balanced approach tothe future of resource mgi on the GW demands that a substantial acreage be Identified 
as sultable for timber mgi. and the resuning development of quality habitat forthose wildlife speciesthat require 
young forest stands Acreage totals for lands identdied as sultable for tlmber managemnet similar to those 
proposed in A b  7 and 12 (471 ,wO ac and 447,wO nc , respectively) are essential if the GW is to become 
something other than small. isolated fragmenis of young forest surrounded by a vast expanse of mature forest. 
a scenario equally as unacceptable 85 would be the converse 

Leiiers 2815,2818, 2819, 2820, m1 
I am very concerned that we are making a malor mistake in reducing clearcutting and timbering from roughly 
65% of the forest to a basic suitable land base of only 24% To effectively manage for wildlife more acreage 
needs to be added to the sultable land base for all types of timbering 

Letter 3833 

Leiier 3728 

Letter 3934 

Response 

Letter 2608 

Response 

Letter 3613 

Do noi prohibit logging In any area 

This reduction (io 24% of the Forest's acreage) in suitable land base forces timber mgmt to the best growing 
sltes and highest qualiiy timber-producing areas on the Forest Concentrating timber mgmi on the best sltes 
will adversely affect many wildllfe populations and will not distribute habitat diversiiy throughout the Forest At 
least hail of the Forest should be designated as suitable for timber and wildlife mgmt. 

Concentrating timber management on the highest quality sltes WIII adversely affect many wildlde populations 
and reduce habitat diversily throughout the Forest Expand the suitable land base to considerably more than 
114 of the total Forest area 

The Forest Service preferred anernative designates approximately 113 of the Forest as sultable for timber 
production A greater porlion of the Forest was not designated as suitable for a number of reasons High roading 
costs to access remote areas, low quality of timber, and low value on slte with poor site indices, and weak 
markets in certain areas of the Forest contribute to below cost sales Generally, such areas were removed from 
the sultable timber base to increase economic efficiency of the Forest's timber program 

Timber management is 'concentrated' on the suitable lands. but H is not intensified Long rotation ages and 
numerous standards ensure that these lands s e ~ e  other mukiple use purposes, such as for wildlife that prefer 
early seral forest stages. and species preferring early seralforest stages intermixed with older age classes More 
than 3/4 of these suhable lands are within Management Areas 14, 15, and 16 in which timber harvesting m 
specdically designated to improve wildlife habitat management 

We are concerned with Alternaiive, #8 with its low acreage dedicated to timber production and its extremely 
high acreage of land to be 'presetved' without any regard to use for any other achvities. We believe that the 
managed harvesting of timber, including clearcutting, is essential to wildlde populations and other multiple uses 
as well as contributing significantly to the economy of communities near the forest 

The identdication of the alternative that maximizes net public benefits requires a careful balancing of the 
opportunities to provide different uses, products and conditions and public values in a manner that is sensitive 
to negative effects on the environment. to Issues raised by the public, and to agency policies and priorities 

Different individuals, organizations, corporations and agencies place different relative weights on the impor- 
tance of providing different uses, values, products and conditions This fact results in major disagreements over 
which alternative should be selected as the Revised Plan 

ARernative 8A was developed to respond to a wider array of uses. values, products and conditions including 
amenity values and environmental services The IDTeam has also formulated Alternative 8A to be resDonsive 
l o  the emerging policy on ecosystem management 

The DEE and Revised Plan do not comply with 36 CFR 219 14(c) requiring that land shall be tentatively 
identified as not appropnate for timber production d certain cntena apply These lands were not identified or 
locations given inthe DEE or Revised Plan Nor was there ajustlfication or rationale given for including speoific 
lands in the category of tentatively not suitable for timber production 
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Response 

Letter 36~) 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3946 

Response 

Letter 1 OM) 

Letter 1060 

Letter 1300 

Letter 1686 

Appendu A of the Revised Plan contains an expanded diecussion of the sultabillty analysis Including the 
procedure for stage 3 sultabllity This procedure is also discussed in more detail in the process paperfncorpora- 
bon of the NFMA Requimments for Timber Resource Land Suiiabilityhio the Revision of !he Landand Resource 
Managemeni Plan for the George Washington Natfonal Forest 

Stage 3 suitabiilty analysis. suitable acres can and should be increased vIa withdrawals tiom Remote Highlands 
and Lands Not Available For Timber Production 

As displayed In Graph 2-9 olthe FEIS, tho amount of lands ailocatedto ‘Remote Highlands’ has beon decreased 
from 186,000 awes to 141,000 acres As display in Graph 2-26. the amount of lands suiiable lor timber 
produclfon has been increased lrom 260,000 acres lo 350,000 acres 

On lands unsultable for Umber production. the use of silvicultural systems should be the pnmar/ means of 
achieving wildllfe habltet objectives on the Forest. 

By law, lands unsultable for timber production are not managed under even-aged or uneven-aged regeneration 
harvest methods to ensure sustained yield or forest regulation. 

The Plan should show the distribution of site indices for the sultable acres The Selection of these acres should 
be fully discussed wlth special reference to the stage two economic analysis 

Table A 3  in Appendix A of the Revised Plan displays a breakdown of the lands sultable for timber production 
by sne index A discussion on the use of the financial analysis (stage 2) is included in Appendix A A more 
detailed discussion Is included in the process paper Incorporation of the NFMA Requirements for Timber 
Resource Land Suitability inio the Revision of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George 
Washingion National Fontst. 

The land suitability analysis outcome is troubling considering that in the 1986 forest plan, the amount of acreage 
‘sultable for timber production’ was more than double at 640,166 acres. lt is almost inconceivable that circum- 
stances could have changed that drastically to suddenly reduce the suitable land base by more than 50 percent 
to only 259,036 acres Under Alternative 12, 447.1 33 acres would be suitable for iimber production, providing 
a greatly reduced, but more reasonable, landbase to meet many multiple use needs. 

As noted earlier, the Council has numerous concerns with the agency’s Land Sultability Analysis Under 
Alternative 8, the agency has reduced the land suitable for timber production to 259,036 acres-well below the 
1986 forest plan level of 640,166 acres This represents more than a 50 percent reduction Alternative 12, wlth 
only 447,133 acres of suitable land for timber production (45% of the forest), provide a better balance while still 
reducing the forest’s true potential by restricting activlties on many tentatively suitable acres 

Alternative 12 broadens your land base by 188,133 acres as Land suitable for timber production 

Increase the areas sultabie for timber production 

Letters 1798,2162.2wul,3588.3589 
Alternative 8 only considers 24% suitable for timber production The other 7 6 % ’ ~  fate is to fall down and rot. 

Restricting timber management to only 24 percent of the George Washington National Forest is not consistent 
with the objectives of multiple use or the science of forestry management. 

Designating 79 percent of the forest as unsuitable (Alternative 8) for timber production is an abrogation of the 
Forest Service mission 

Ah 8 only considers 25% of the forest suitable for timber production This is a tremendous reduotion from the 
present plan 

Letler 2281 

Letter 2566 

Letter Z M ) ~  
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Leiter 2938 

Letter 3610 

Suitable areas should be raised higher at least half should be I& for timbering. '500,000 acres.' 

Under Alt. 6, only 24 percent of the forest 1s classmed as suitable for bmber production It is simply not 
acceptable to say that 76 percent of the forest will not be managed at all. What a waste of valuable resources 
Under AH 12, 42 percent of the forest is suhble for Umber production. While this figure is still relatwely low. tt 
does allow for more multlpleuse management than An 8 

The many Individuals, organizations and agencies who commented on the Draft Revised Plan and DElS have 
philosaphical differences on the management of the Forest. Naturally, there are disagreements ovar the degree 
that any alternative is equhble to the Interests and concerns of these individuals, organizations and agencies 

National and regional Forest Service policy dunng the go's has evolved to Include a greater sensltlvity for 
environmental concerns and a willingness to adlust priortiles lo ansure that National Forests are managed to 
provide values beyond the tradnional goods and services offered In the past 

Alternative 8 A  has been formulated to find the appropriate mixlure of uses. values, products and condltions that 
will beprovidedforthenexttentofifteenyearsin IigMofthereallrationthatpeoplewantand need awider array 
of uses. values, products and condltions from the Forest than In the past 

Alternative 12 provides a mixture of goods and services that approximates those provided in the 1986 Forest 
Plan under revision This alternative Is generally viewed as more favorable by persons who are employed in the 
timber industry, by hunters concerned with early successional game species (especially white-tailed deer and 
ruffed grouse) and by persons who wish to enpy off-highway vehicles on the Forest 

ResDonse 

Letter 1 OM) There Is not sufficient information to address whether or not all the34.978 acres within 'Special Biological Areas' 
in ManagementArea4 should beconsideredas'unsutable'forhmber production Theagencyshouldconsider 
opportunlties to retain these lands in the suitable base cr provide more lustrfication for their withdrawal 

We commend GWNF for proposing administrative designations designed to ensure the proteotion of biodwer- 
sty, particularly mgi prescriptions 4A, 4C. 4D (S!A's and RNA's), generically known as SBA's These designa- 
tions are vital to the DFC of biodiversity conservation on the Forest as described in Alt 8 We also recommend 
honorary designations for these areas through the VA Natural Areas Registry Program 

The 'Special Biological Areas' dlscussed in the Draft Revised Plan are assigned to three types of *Special 
Interest Areas' (SMs) in Management area 4 in the Revised Plan 

'SIA - Biological' consists of 36 biological areas containing 26,W acres These areas contain unique natural 
communities which require restrictions on management practices to maintain or enhance their habitats These 
areas contain most of the threatened, endangered, and sensitive species on the Forest Based on consultation 
with appropriate stata and federal agencies, it was deemed inappropriate to manage these lands for the 
sustained yield of wood products. For this reason, It is Inappropriate to classify them as suitable for timber 
production This designation, however, does not preclude the manipulation of vegeiation for the management 
of TES species and their habitat when It can be accomplished without damaging the special values of these 
areas 

'SIA - Research Natural Areas' contain the 2,WC-acre LMle Laurel Run Research Natural Area This RNA was 
established by the Chief. Based on the Chief's establishment report, no timber harvesting is permmed In the 
Research Natural Area 

'SIA - Shenandoah Mountain Cresr contains 43,000 acres of known habltat for the Cow Knob Salamander on 
Shenandoah Mountarn. An additional7,000 acres of known habtiat is allocated to ManagementArea2186 part 
of the Lmle River Speclal Management Area Cow Knob Salamander is a Category I1 species (proposed for 
listing as a federally endangered or threatened species) The Forest Is cooperating with the U S Fish & Wlldlrfe 
Service, lha Virginia & West Virginia agencies and the Natural Herltage Programs for the Commonweallh of 
Virginia and the State of West Virginia in preparing a 'pre-listing recovely plan' for this species The limlted 
range of suitable habttat for Cow Knob Salamander can be easily fragmented by timber harvesting or road 
construction For this reason, this area has been designated as unsuitable for timber production 

Letter 3997 

Response 
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Letters 1060,1369 

Response 

The Drail Plan Identifies 41,794 acres of dlspersed recreailon areas as 'unsultable' for timber productlon. 
Dispersed recreation is not incompabble with timber production opporlunlties and recommends returning these 
lands to the sultable land base wherever possible. 

Many forms of dispersed recreation are compatible wRh Umber harveang, butthis 1s not true for all forms of 
dispersed reoreation. In particular, timber harvesting Is compatible wlth the objectives and desired future 
condltlon for Management Areas 7, 11 and 13. Portions of these management ereas are sultable for tmber 
produdon Timber praclices are eiiher restricted to uneven-aged management or the use of moddied versions 
01 even-aged regeneration harvest methodsthat are consistent wiih achlevlng aesthetic or recreation objedves 
Those acres thai ere unsultable for timber produclion in these three management weas cannot be economically 
managed using these regeneration harvest methods. 

Letter 3710 

Response 

Letter 3710 

Response 

At the very minlmum, the forest plan should siipulaie that any sales of timber from unsuited land will substitute 
for, not add to, the total volume contemplated for the forest's regular timber sales program 

Agency direction (FSH 2409.13 CH 30) clearly dales that volume from timber sales on unsuitable land are not 
included In the ASQ because this volume was not used in the bmber yield calculation projection This volume 
will bepartoflheTimberSale ProgramQuanhtyasshown inthe RevisedPlanandwill beinaddmontothe ASQ. 

Addltional 'muniplsuse' timber sales give the logging industly en incentive io 'help' the forest find addltlonal 
reasons to sell timber from sites that otherwise would be free from harvest 

Vegetation manipulahon from sultable land to provides for achieving the desired future condition for wildllfe 
habltst or other resource benefits This can often be most cost effectively done with a timber sale contract. The 
impetus for such action comes from the beneflting resource, not the timber industly 

Letter 1250 

Letter 3840 

Response 

There should be e specdic annual allowable cut quantity for land considered 'unsultable for commeroial timber 
cutting' 

All lands Identified as unsultable should actually be managed as unsultable and not timbered for 'any' purpose. 

The Forest Service preferred elternalive anticipates a small amount of timber valume being harvested off lends 
unsuitable for timber production (500 MBF per annum) 

Tlmber harveshng on lands unsuitable forhmber production will normally be part of such acNons as removing 
hazard trees along rights-of-way, creating vistas, and expanding or creating recreation sites It can also be used, 
under llmlted circumstances, to create addltional wildlife habitat 

Letter 4219 

Response 

Letter 57 

In addltion l o  the sultability crlterla stated in the Pian. project level analysis must ais0 consider the following. 
Marketable-There is a market and demand for the products from a stand. The stand is saleable Logging 
syslems appropriate for the harvest should be available and practical. Accessible-Based on physical barriers, 
soil type, slope, ROW needs, etc., the stand can be accessed at reasonable cost if anticipated road costs 
exceed the G W average by more than 50 %, an analysis of cost-effectiveness must be included as part of the 
environmental assessment 

The crlterla for locating lands suitable for limber production ere listed in Appendix A of the Revieed Plan The 
decision to schedule any timber sale Involves a number of site-specdic factors, many of which are listed In this 
comment 

The biggest element of being unsultable for timber production (in the long run) should be permanent soil-siie 
conditions Wlih correct ecological harvesting many forests with low volumes and poor stocking may be made 
productive for Interrelated values includlng timber. 
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Response Soil site condltions are an important factor in determining land suitable for timber production Low site lands are 
not included in the suttable land base. Good sdes wkh low volume or poor stacking can be harvested and will 
provide better yields in the future 

Letter 2m4 

Letter 2824 

Resoonse 

Lener 188 

Letter 3840 

Response 

The Draft Plan does not have the specdic areas of suitable and unsuitable acres identified or mapped The 
GWNF staff must map these acres as soon as possible to insure that management work proceed on a timely 
basis 

On Januaty 11, 1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing sudable and unsuiiable areas of 
management areas 16 and 17. We requested that these be made available for public comment during the draft 
stage. We have not received a map for rwi6w. After these maps are distributed, we request a reasonabletime 
to review and comment 

AtthetimethattheDraftRevised Pianwasreleasedforpubliccomment,theIDTeam had not devised amethod 
for elecironically mapping the lands sudable and uwdable for timber productton Technology problems have 
been resolved in the intervening months and the Revised Plan now has an accompanying mar, that displavs 
the lands suiiable for timber production 

No existing Semiprimltive NonMotorized area should be included In the sultabie base for timber harvesting d 
road construction is included or If Retention VQO standards cannot be met 

All SPNM lands are unsuiiable 

The Revised Plan uses 'adopted recreahon opporhmiy spectrum' 10 insure that the ROS class and VQO are 
consistent wdh management area direction Asmall amount of land inventoried as semi-primitive non-motorized 
will have a dfferent adopted ROS class Conversely, some lands presently illventoried as semi-primltive 
motorized will be managed as semi-primitive non-motorized with an appropriate adopted ROS class 

Letter 3489 

Response 

Letter 1061 

Letter 1446 

Letter 2542 

Leiier 2566 

Letter 26M 

Letter 2886 

tt is fully recognized that there are glades, steep slopes, and occasional unique areas to which this does not 
apply 

Most of the aiternatives considered In detail in the FElS include steep slopes and unique biological areas In the 
lands unsurtable for timber production 

My major objection concerns Alternative 8 which reduces forest area sultable for timber production 

Acreage suitable far i"er producitcn from 640,wO ac in 1986 to 259,wO ac In 1992, Is a redudton ai M)% In 
6 years. This raises serious concern about the ground rules now in effect and the rationale behind the imposition 
of those ground rules 

Limiting the suitable timber land to only 24% of the Forest (259,036 acres) is saying thai our valuable timber 
resource will be neglected on 76% of the Fcrest We find this totally unacceptable 

li is inconceivable that circumstances could have changed 50 drastically from the 1986 forest plan to suddenly 
reduce the sudable land base by mcre than 50 percent to only 259,036 acres 

The criteria used by the GWNF staff for determining suiiable and unsurtable acres for timber cuning is not 
directed by the resource The Draft Plan has arbitrarily declared 79% of the Forest as unsuitable for timber 
harvesting The W F  strongly urges the GWNF to change Its guidelines for determining sultabilriy tt should 
be made on a sdaby-slte basis wlth specmc stand and slte conditions, economics and regeneration capabilriy 
used to evaluate suitabilrty 

tl is not clearto us howyourcrrteriafor defining landssuitablefortimber production has changed so since 1986 
In 1986, lands deemed 'sumble' stocd at 640,166 acres Aiternative #8 list only 259.036 sultable acres The 
physical facts do not support such a reduction. and though there is a signlficant reductton in sultable acres In 
Aiternative #12. we believe a sustainable timber harvest of 50 million feet can be achieved on these sunable 
acres 
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Lener 3729 

Letter 3890 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Much of the GWNF was cut-over and high-graded many times, the loss of chestnut, and the impending potential 
loss of the oak component by gypsy moth place a heavy burden on your silvicultural activities to salvage and 
restore your forest stands to vigor wlth proper species composltion for each slte. To achieve a vigorous forest 
will requirethe sliviculiurai mgi of all of your stands, excepting Wilderness and some of your poorest ridge sltes 

Acreage that has been classified as sunable for timber produotion should be designated as such To not do so 
would waste a potential national asset We would lose a source of community income as well asthe opportunity 
to improve product and siand quality through Improved, sclentdic silvlcukural methods Including timber stend 
Improvement cub, crop tree release and properly designed clearouts. 

We support the nearly 64% reduction In the acreage earmarked as suitable for timber 

A discusslon of the determinailon of lands sultable for timber production Is contained in Appendix A of the 
Revlsed Plan A more detailed discussion is contained in the process paper lncorporabon of the NFMA 
Requirements for Tfmber Resource Land Suiiability Into the Revision of the Land and Resource Management 
Plan for ihe George Washington National Forest 

Generally, the change in amount of lands suitable for timber production consisted of the removal of lands (I) 
wRh values incompatible for timber production. (2) that contained poor sltes (particularly In combination wlth 
lack of acces5 and sieepness), and (3) where resource development would be prohibiiively expensive (usually 
because of lack of access) Many lands that are unsuitable for timber production share two or even three of 
these characteristics. 

Letter 146 

Response 

Lener 3683 

Response 

Lener 2838 

In Aitemaitve 12, the sutiable acreage (447,133) is too high The current suitable acreage necessary to haNesi 
38 MMBF is 2@8,021; Ahernative 12 would increase this by more than 55% 

Alternative 12 now has 595,Doo acres suitable for timber production. This is an 113 more acres sutiable for timber 
production than in the DEE. This amount of acreage is needed to provide the ASQ using the mixture of 
regeneration harvest methods and standards applied to much of the suitable lands 

We believe the large reduction of acres suitable for timber produotion Is inappropriate The greatly reduced 
allowable sale quantity will not adequately meet the existing bmber demand and will also cause a loss of jobs 
Massive wlthdrawals of potentially productive land should not take the place of planning and management that 
maintains the desired biological values while producing some level of goods and SBNiCeS All uses are not 
exclusive wlth regard to acreage 

A discussion of the determination of lands suitable for timber production is contained in Appendix A of the 
Revised Plan A more detailed discussion is contained in the process paper lncorporation of the NFMA 
Requirements for Timber Resource Land Suitability into the Revision of the Land and Resource Management 
Plan for the George Washington Nabonel Forest 

Generally, the change in amount of lands suitable for timber production consisted cf the removal of lands (1) 
with values Incompatible for timber production, (2) that contained poor stes (particularly in cambination with 
lack of access and steepness), and (3) where resource development would be prohibitively expensive (usually 
because of lack of access). Many lands that are unsultable for timber production share two cr even three of 
these characteristics 

Appendix B of the FEE has been rewritten to explain the assumptions inherent in the estimation of changes in 
emdovment and income disolaved In Flaure 2.34 and Table 3-23 in the DEE The ID Team wishes to stress that 

. I  . ,  - 
these are relative numbers and cannot be viewed as changes In employment and income The 
decrease In employment and lnccme predicted for the Forest %Nice preferred alternative should be viewed 
as poteniial for decreases in employment and income The Regional Foresier will weigh this potential for loss 
of employment and income as one of the factors considered in selecting the anernative to Serve as the Revised 
Plan 

Aliernative 8 calls for approximately 24% of the total forest land to be managed far timber What percentage of 
the Nabonal Forest land in Bath County will be managed for timber 

1-171 Lands Suitable for Timber Produdion 
BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES 



Response The Revised Plan represents a Foreedwide management philosophy .The Information requested is not available 
st this time However, Ihe aukabletimberland within Bath County Is shown on a map accompanying the Revised 
Plan 

L e t t ~  1163 Timbering activities appear to be too narrowly focusad In smaller, confined areas in comparison to the existing 
plan. 

Almost 113 ofIhe Forest issunable fortimber productlon in the ForeaService preferred altern&ve.These lands 
are located in those management areas where regeneration haweating 1s consistent wlth the desired future 
condnion of the management area and where reaeneratlon of Umber stands can be accomplished in an 
economic manner wrthout excessive costs 

Response 

BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES: Allowable Sale Quantity (ASO) 

Letter 139 'How much logging Is 54 million board feel?' I waa shocked to find out that this seemingly large amount of 
cutting would actually occuron lessthan one-half of 1 percent of the forest's I million-plus acres In other words, 
99 5 percent of the forest will be lefl untouched each year of hunting. recreation, sightseeing. etc. 

~ e n ~ ~ i ~ , ~ 4 , ~ , 7 ~ , 7 ~ , ~ 7 , ~ , ~ s , ~ , ~ i . s z i , s ~ , s s i . s s ~ , ~ 3 , 1 i ~ , i i s ~ , i i ~ , i ~ z ~ , i ~ ~ , i ~ , 1 ~ i , i ~ z , i ~ ,  
1504,1505,1506,1542,1616,1708,17O9,1710,1711,1712,1713,1714,1715,~716,1724,~79,x)8o,2081,2082,2083,xK14,2379, 
2443.~lO,~7Q,31O1,31O2.31o3.31o4.31o5.31o6,31O7.31o8.31OS,311O.3111.3112,3113.3323.3324.3325.4oo6,4o83.4O84, 
4085,4086,4087.4088,4089,4090,4091 

The ahernative [#12] 1s clearly sensitive l o  the 'below cosr sales Issue and only contemplates annual harvest 
on slightly less than 0.6% of the forest 

[we support Alternative 12 because it] would have harvest activdies occurring on a little more than 0 5 percent 
of the Forest annually. 

Like the other thirteen alternatives considered In detail in the FEIS, Alternative 12 was formulated l o  accomplish 
stated goals and objectives in the most economically efficient manner. His as senshve to the below-cost limber 
sale Issue as any alternative can be wlth an average annual harvest of 45 million board feet. 

To state that only 0.6% of the Forest Is harvested In any given year presents an underestimation of the effects 
ofthis level of timber harvesting The effects of any timber harvesting lasts longerthan one year Also, the road 
construdionlreoonstruction necessaw to support this level of timber harvesting is not limlted to the stands baing 
regenerated. 

Letter 3904 

Response 

Letter 36M) 

Response 

One way to help the below-cos1 issue is to up the ASQ 

As displayed In Graph 2-25 of the FEIS, the ID Team determined that Alternative 10, with an allowable sale 
quantity of 150 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 15 MMBF), offered the best solution to the below-cost 
timber sale issue while still retaining etimber sale program There are many factors which afiedthe'cashfiow' 
related to any timber sale program A higher allowable sale quantity can provide this benefit es long as lt Is 
located on highly productive sfies. utilizes even-aged regeneration harvest methods (patliculeriy clearculting) 
and mlnimizes investment in silvicukural practices and road construction 

Letler 151 I am greatly concerned about the large amount of timber sales that the Drafr Management Pian has scheduled 
for the Pedlar District (501 MMBF annually, Appendix A - Timber Sales Schedule) 

A speclfic example of the location of a Dlstrict and timbering levels being of lmle rolated value is the Dly Rwer 
District and Pedlar District An acreage was established for bolh Distrlcls of 501 as being valued for limbering. 
By formula, both Districts were ailoned 3.5 MBF of timber products extraction 

The 501 in Table A-1 of the Draff Revised Plan is thousands of cubic feet of timber, not lands suitable for limber 
production 

Letter 744 

Response 
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AppendaAofiheRevlsedPiandisplaysanannualtimbervoiumeof4.1 MMBF (917MCF)forboththeDryRiver 
and Pedlar Ranger Districts To achieve the goals, objectives and desired future condition of the Revised Plan, 
a small reductlon In average annual timber volume offered on these two districts will be necessary. The Forest 
Servke reallzes that this may cause some Inconvenience to the local timber Industry. 

LeUer 744 

Response 

Letter 369 

Letter 1058 

Latler 1oM) 

Letter 1060 

Leiier 1253 

LeRer 371 1 

Letter 3963 

Response 

The draft plan does not itself fulfill its role of providing adequate habitat protection for bear and turkey The 
habitat net aside 1s iniersected by the most traveled tramc artery in the county, RL 33. Rt. 33 is disrup!ive to !he 
mlgratory habits of the species under protection A8 the location of the habitat sanctuary 1s ill placed and 
Ineffectbe for the purpose, Pendleton County residents should be allowed to utlllze the land for timbering and 
other pursuits conslsteni with wise forest management sppllcationa. With habitat protection not an lssue of 
algnificance, the heaith of the forest must be considered. Research has lndlcated that the G.W can easily 
sustain timbering on prevlously established lev818 and could Increase the level of extraction of timber produots 
In a conversation wlth Ronald Lindenboom. coauthor ofthe drafl plan, he indicated that the forest could sustain 
timbering at much higher levels, sixty million board feet Current plan levels for timbering are projeoted at 27 
MBF. The Dry River Dlstrlct, affecting Pendleton County, allows for only 3.5 MBF. By uslng the ratio suggested 
by the pMwrlbletimberlng volume over the proposed timbering volume, and applying that ratio to the Dry Rber 
DWict2 the resutl Is a volume for the Dry River Distrld near8 MBF. The objection that the forest cannot sushin 
timbering at8 MBF Is Spurious Authorltahve sources suggestthevolume desired by the Authorhy is reasonable 
Paat practices have demonstrated no threat to the environment, and no study, to our knowledge, Indicates a 
long term detriment to the forest should timbering levels remain as they have tradltionally been established 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want a wider array of uses, values, products end condltions 
from the George Washington National Forest than in the past. Not everyone agrees that the agency should 
provide for all these needs and wants. The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources 
on ihe Forest must be balanced agtunst the needs and values which are foregone with such development 

What the land Is capable of providing in terms of timber production is only one factor In deciding allowable sale 
quantity Timber olfered for sale must be sold and cui lo achieve the vegatation manipulation needed to meet 
the objectives of the Revised Plan Based on experience and market demand as evidenced by 'no bid' sales, 
offering a high level of timbervolume fromthe Dry River Ranger Dlstrictwould result in much of thisvolume not 
being sotd. 

The drastic reduction In ASQ to 27 MMBF as proposed by Alt. 8 does not come close to meeting demand for 
NATKNVAL FOREST TIMBER, let alone the demand far timber from ail sources The ASQ of 50 MMBF as 
proposed In An 12 will meet present demand 

My industry can live with a 50 mmbf ASQ, although 60 mmbf would be ideal. 

The analysis goes on to state that ?he product mix has changed over the last 20 years, very significantly, 
because sawtimber demand has greatly increased In this area With growth exceeding removals by afactor of 
three.. ' Clearly the potential is there on the forest to sustain the limber demand However, the agency's 
preferred alternabve (#E) fulfills only 59 percent of the projected demand for the next 10 years Under ihe more 
balanced alternative (XIZ), I09 9 percent of the demand would be met (See DEIS, Table 3-23, page 3-92) 

Under Alternative 12, the average annual allowable sale quantlty (ASQ) is 50 million board feet This ASQ is not 
extreme and it does not exceed the forest's long term susiained yield it is well below the foresi's biological 
potential, if the benchmark analysis in the 1988 pian is still relevant 

The Draft Plan fails lo meet current demand for timbei 

The million board feet in Alternative 8 IS too low 

The Advocate, April, 1992, pg 10 Danny Goodbar said at the public hearing that 78 million board feet a year 
Is the forest's Yair share' wood for sawmills surrounding the forest (There are 14 of those mills In Rockbridge 
County alone). 

The Forest Service is moving away from the concept that the National Forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource products This concept is being replaced wlth the realization 
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that National Forest must be managed scientdically to best achievesthe goals, objectives and future conditions 
desired by the American people 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want awider variety of uses, values, products and conditions 
from the Forest than in the past Not everyone agrees that the agency should provlde for all of these needs and 
wants The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced 
against the needs and values which are foregone with suoh development 

Anernatwe 12 provides a mtdure of goods and services based on the traditional concept of muitiple use 
management In particular, timber management, motorized recreation use and providing habltat for early 
successional wildlife species are emphasized more than In the Forest Service preferred alternative 

In the record of decision forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropri- 
ate mulure of uses, values, products and condliions In the akemawe to serve 88 the Revised Plan 

bUer 3840 Forest ecologists and biologlsta should be determining habtiaitype needs and what tmbering will be done to 
provide this need and where and how Not the advance seleotion of a quota for ASQ and clearcut acreages 
without regard forthe theme of Anernalive #8. Forest biologist originally selected 21 MBF for abiliry of forest lo  
heakhlly generate Politics have continued to raise this figure. this is contrary to concept of Alternative #8 

In the original Alternative 8. a timber harvest of 21 MM board feet satisfies the wildllfe needs of the forest. This 
number needs to be reconsidered for the final Plan. 

Several FORPLAN runs were done on Alternative 0, and they yielded ASO's ranging from 21-27 5 million board 
feet, depending upon various economic factors analyzed Anernalive 8 was formulated, as is the Forest Plan, 
with no predesignated A N  That is, the ASQ IS an end result of the desired future condition as described in the 
Forest Plan. 

Letter 3962 

ResDonse 

Letter 3951 Select Alternative 12 wlth some moddlcations ASQ - Set et between 44 and 40 mmbflyear from suitable acres 
Set the sunable acres between 475,0520 and 550,0520 acres Include the bmerllmber producing sites and roaded 
areas in the sultable land base To this add between 2 and 3 mmbflyear of wildllfe habitat sales Also add 
another 3 to 4 mmbflfl of salvage material Spell It out in the plan, don't lump together For the wildlde and 
salvage sales either show volume or acres and make this possible In all management areas except wilderness 
and wilderness study awes 

The public submitted a number of suggestions for modifying Anernalive 12. Many of these suggestions were 
either contrary to the overall theme of Alternative 12 or were oontradictory with one another. Adjustments were 
made in Alternative 12 where the suggestions seemed consistent with the overall theme of providing afull range 
of goods and services including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range. and wildlife hebtiat and where 
it allowed the Alternative to provide a more positive response to the issues 

Lowering the allowable sale quantity for Alternative 12 to 450 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 45 MMBF) 
provided a substantially better response to the 'Prolected Net Revenue' displayed in Figure 24 of the DES 
Therefore, Alternative 12 was reformulated with an allowable sale quantity of 450 MMBF 

No attempt was made to calculate the non-chargeable limber volume for each alternative This information is 
germane to the timber sale schedule in the Revised Plan and is not a pertinent factor is selecting the alternative 
to serve as the Revised Plan A non-chargeable component of 5 million board feet per year, however, is not 
Inconsistent with the management philosophy of Alternative 12 

The mixture of regeneration harvest methodsfor Alternative 12 has bean changed so that the esllmated annual 
program of harvest would consist of the following mixture of regeneration harvest methods' clearcut on 1,250 
acres, moddied shehemood on 1.400 acres and two-staged shelterwood on 700 acres Alternative 12 does not 
employ uneven-aged regeneration harvest methods 

The request for 'an inorease in acres where true multiple use in etlecr correlated to lands sutiable for timber 
production was assumed Alternative 12 now has 595.0520 acres suitable for timber production This Is an 113 
more acres suitable for timber production than in the OElS This amount of acreage is needed to provide the 

Response 
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ASQ using the mixture of regeneration harvest methods described In the previous paragraph and the standards 
applied lo much of the sultable lands 

The lnveniorled sensitivlty level of any trail does not change However. this does not affect the adopted visual 
qualny objective assigned to any management area prescrlptlon used in Alternative 12 

Alternative 12 has been reformulated in the FEIS to Include the Same developed recreation program 88 the 
Forest Service preferred alternative. 

Despiie comments to elther increase or decrease A N  oppoltunitias, the number of A N  routes remains nine 
The mixture of motorized recreation In Alternative 12 1s consistent wlth lis overall theme 

Alternative 12 does not recommend any roadless areas for wilderness study. Recommendlng areas seems lo 
be contrary to the overall direction of the alternative 

Alternative 12 is considered in detail in the FEIS. The Regional Forester wll seleci it as the Revised Plan if it is 
Identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 188 I do not like the apparent loophole which refers to additional cutting in the name of wildlife habitat This and any 
references io 'salvage' or 'pre-emptive' cuts due to gypsy moth or other excuses should be tightened so the 
total amount of allowable harvest is understood by everyone end complied wlth 

The timber cutting provisions are vety lax and indeed faub In respect to land considered 'unsuitable' for 
commerolal timber cuiiing No specific maximum average cutting level is spectfled for these lands 

Appendix A of the Revised Plan oontains Information on the 'Total Timber Sale Program' which Includes the 
allowable sale quantw as well as an estimation of the 'non-chargeable componenr of 5 MMBF (or an average 
annual volume of 5x1 MBF) FROM lands unsuitable for timber production. This %on-chargeable componenr 
includes volume denvedfrom salvage sales. It also includes volume from lands unsuitable fortlmberproduchon 
if a timber sale Is the least cost method to carty out the vegetation manipulation needed io  achieve the desired 
future condition in a management area The level of this production will be monitored 

Letter 1557 

Response 

Letters 737,1150,1187,1188,1189,1190,1191,1192,1193,1387,1388,1389,1532,1533,1723,1934,1935,1936,1937,1938,1939, 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2448,2449,2450, 

3310,3311,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317,3318,3319,3478,4068,4073,4074,4075 
2760,2761,27e, 3089,3090,3293,~4.3295, w, 3297,329a.m, 3300,3301,3302, 3303,3304,3305,3306,3307,5308, ma,  

The total annual timber cut should not exceed 27 million board feet The alternative allows cuiiing In the name 
of wildltfe mgt , etc. There is apparently no ceiling on that 

Included in the harvest total of 27 mbf should be those gypsy moth-related kills. Steep slopes and 'unsuitable' 
land should not be timbered at all 

We need lo consider the ASQ of 27 MBF as a reasonable number I have no problem wdh the ASQ, and I support 
local sawmills regularly. Any herease in this ASQ, however, I would object to 

The total allowable sale quanhty should be 27 mbf Including all logging done In the name of wildlife habitat 
management 

Letter 982 

Letter 988 

Letter 1081 

Letters 1094,1169,1982,3827 
The total annual timber cut should not exceed 27 million BF The alt allows cutting In the name of WL mgi elc 
There Is apparently no ceiling on that 
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Letter 1314 

Letter 1439 

Letters 1634,1671,2925, 

Rsduce total annual timber cut to 27 MEF. 

Under no clrcumaance Increase the timber harvest to more than 27 mmbf annually. 

There should be a cap on timber harvesting of no more than 27 mllllon bd tt annually. 

Letter 1684 

Letter 2'308 

Letter 2327 

Letter 2W6 

Letter 2732 

Letter 2755 

Letter 3527 

Letter 3546 

Letter 3568 

Letter 3606 

Letter 3608 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3710 

The total annual t " r  harvest should not exceed 27 MMBF This figure should encompass the ASQ as wail 
&a (not in addnion to) the amourd of non-commercial cultlng permitted for wlldlHe mgt., salvage. and gymo 
damage 

The figure of 27 mmbf does not Include much hawesting to be done primarily In the name of wlldllfe manage- 
ment Likewise salvage cuts are excluded Ditto cutting In the name of the gypsy moth on lands classMed as 
'unsubbla'. Nor lstlmberwhich may be harvested in riparian areas included. The drdl plan even provldesthat 
'unsultBMe' lands may be hawested for timber. The figure cf 27 mmbf ASQ should be declared to set the 
maximum cut, i e., 270 mmbf, for a ten year ltfe of the plan. 

Limn timber harvest to less than 27 mllllon board feet annually H that yield can prove to be sustainable without 
affecting detrimently the health of the forest ecosystem 

27 mllllon board feet should Include all of the timber harvested, regardless of the reson for hawesting 
[Including] culling In the name of wlldllfe habltat manlpulation and salvage 

The total timber harvest from all sources - timber program, wildlife mgl. and gypmo salvage and presalvage 
sales should fall wlthln the 27 mbf ceiling. 

4. The recommended timber hawest of 27 milllon board feet wiih 259,000 acres subble fcrtlmber Is too high 
We are concerned that an unspecliied amount of culling can be done In the name of wlldlde habltat manipula- 
tion on lands unsubblefcrtimber. We believethatthe 27 mM should include alltimber haWest, no maller what 
the purpow 

I am opposed lo increasing the amount of logging allowed 

The total annual timber cut should not exceed 27m board feet Including culling In the name of wl ldlb 
management 

The twenty-seven million board feelof proposed hawest is very fraudulent and misleading R does not lake into 
account the Umber taken from salvage sales, gypsy moth, and wildlife openings. 

Very restricted tlmber hawest. 

Congressman Oltn's recommendation of allowing 40 mmbf per year is clearly unacceptable. Timber sales 
should be limned to no more than 27 million bd  f l  per year. 

A major flaw 1s the contemplated allowance of a substantial volume - as much 88 five MMEF per year - to be 
harvested from limber unsuned' acres While the apparent rationale for such logging would be to enhance 
wildllfe habltet and lo  prevent gypsy moth damage, little analytic justlfloation 1s provided. 

The vely minimum, the forest plan should stipulate that any sale8 of timber from unsuited land will substitute 
for, not add to, the total volume contemplated for the forest's regular timber sales program. 

I301 raise programmed timber hawest levels to accommodate addltlonal sales Is bad policy. No mattar how the 
sales are counted, they will inflate the actual amount of volume offered above the 27 4 MMEF level, lhus 
exacerbating the below-cost timber sales deficlt 

Allowing sales beyond the announced volume drastically reduces the usefulness of the annual allowable sale 
quantlty as an Indicator of overall logging activity on the forest, thus undermining the usefulness of the DElS 
as an indicator of the Impact of logging 
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Lener 3710 

Letter 3710 

Letters 3720,3766,3782 

The final plan should unequivocally limn all logging on the Qeorge Washington to 27.4 MMBF or less per year. 

Any logging allowed on unsuited acres should count toward ihe 27 4 MMBF annual allowable sale quantny. 

The total annual Umber cut should not exceed 27 million board feet. 

- Restrict the Umber harvesf l o  a minimum - no more than 27 MMBF per year as stated In A k  8 

The plan cnes 27 milllon bd it as its annual ASQ. yet several 'loopholes' appear to permn much more 
cutting-such as gypsy moth salvage and wilderness mgt. cutting. 

Timber cutting, directly and indirectly, still seems to be the principal purpme 01 the QWNF even under An 8. 
Timber cutting should be held to a sustainable yield, which I would consider 20 million board feet annually at 
the maximum, including the cutting incidental to wlldllfe habitat management, and salvage sales Clearcutting 
ahwld not be permMed 

The Draft Plan states that about a quatter 01 the Forest is sutable for timber produotion and that the Allowable 
SaleOuantityshouidbe27miliion boardfeet Tomembersofihegeneralpubllcwhoare unlnformedaboui how 
the Forest Service counts timber harvest, these figures are misleading An unspecified amount of Umber harvest 
Is done In the name of wlldlde habitat management Regardless of the purpose, to most people cutting trees 
and selling them is timber harvest. Please consider counting all timber harvest. including that dona in the name 
of wildlde habitat Improvement, In the 27 mbf i would like to sea 27 mbf be a ceiling for any timber harvest, 
whether it be a regular Umber sale, salvage. or habitat Improvement. 

Letter 3847 

Letter 3849 

Letter 3861 

Letter 3942 

Letters 3465,3892 

Letter 3938 

Response 

Letler 1360 

Response 

Letter 1980 

Response 

The proposal designates 27 million board feet as the annual allowable sale quanlKy. While allowing for timber 
cutting as needed for game management. salvage, and gypsy moth damage, no maximum average cutting 
level 1s specified for these areas in the proposal 

Timber. The ASCI of 27 million board feet should be the absolute total of all timber cut on the forest for any 
reason Timber removal for game management, salvage and gypsy moth damage treatment on lands listed as 
unsunable for timber hawest should be Included in the total ASQ of 27 MMBF. More emphasis should be put 
on large, quallry sawtimber wilh longer rotation ages, and 1- emphasis placed on pulpwood sales which are 
wasting the taxpayer's money. If all logging Is done wkhin 1/2 mile of existing roads, without havlngto build new 
roads, you should be able to greatly Increase the percentage 01 bove cost timber sales Eliminate the word 
'salvage' from timber sale jargon The maximum size olearcut In any type of role should be x )  acres 

Alternative 8 has been reformulated In the FElS so that the allowable sale quantity of 270 MMBF Is the Total 
Timber Sale Program. Therefore, there will be no harvesting of timber on lands unsuitablefortlmber production. 

In determining the number of bd ft of lumber that should be produced from the forest, the following points 
should be considered -the level of cuning should not be equal to or above the level of sustained yield. -there 
is no justification short of Congressional action to allow 'below cost. sales. -timber Drodvotion should be 
confined to areas where the soli 1s adequate to allow rapid growth of irees 

The Revised Plan meats the requirement of the Sustained Yield Act in achieving and maintalning in perpetuity 
a high level of annual or periodic output of timber without impairing the productivity of the land. 

- I support maintaining the current level of timber harvest at 35 mmbf annually. This provides needed stablllty 
and security for those Involved in timber harvesting and related occupations lt also benefits the NF through 
harvesting the mature timber, allowing the smaller timber to prosper and providing food and cover for wildlde 

The Revised Plan has an ASO of 330 MMBF [or an average annual offer cf 33 MMBF). Alternative 14 has an ASO 
of 350 MMBF and Alternative 2 has an ASCI of 380 MMBF 
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L&ters2161,2163, 2542 
We need a 50 mmbf or higher annual harvest 

Your final Land Management Plan must include ASQ of 50 MMBF or more 

Alternatives 5 and 7 were considered in detail in the FElS They provided 50 MMBF or more of annual harvest 
One of them will be selected l o  serve as the Revised Plan H It Is identdled as the alternative that maximizes net 
public benefits 

Letter 3831 

Response 

Letter 2633 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Response 

Letter 2712 

Response 

Letter 2823 

Response 

Letter 2899 

Response 

Afigure of40 million boardfeetseemsto bea reasonable and acceptablecompromisethatwill havellttle impact 
on the F o r d s  recreational, economic, and employment contribuuons and will meet the present demand for 
timber in the area 

Ahernatwe 4 is considered in deiail in the FElS It contains a 40 MMBF harvest. H will be seleoted l o  serve as 
the Revised Plan H It is Identified as the aiiernative that maximizes net public benefits 

Rotation age is afactor in determining the amount of sultable acres and the Allowable Sale Quanttty (ASQ) The 
low end ofthe rotation age range should be reducedto allow more opportunltles for timber sales, wildlife habltat 
management and vegetative diverslty 

The mid-point of the rotation age Is used In determining the ASCI The present ranges of rotation ages provide 
the best help in attaining the desired future conditions 

The allowable sale quantlty of 27 million board feet of timber is sufficient If GWNF has a hard time selling 27 
million board feet at a profit, It will be harder with 40 million More supply means less demand, less demand 
means lower prices 

Analysis does not Indicate a reduction in prices until aboutSO% of demand is offered. With demand at 45 MMBF 
there Is room for Increasing the quantity of timber The Forest is having to cover many fixed costs wHh proposed 
27 MMBF A larger quantlty could be more profitable (less costly on a per unit basis) 

We feel that timber harvesting should be more evenly distributed over the entire Forest than what is shown in 
Allernalive 8 The ASO should be set between 40-50 mmbflyear of commercial t "er  sales wth an additional 
4 5  mmbflyear of salvage and wildlife habitat improvement sales 

Market condltions and land productiviiy are not evenly distributed over the Forest Management areas contain 
lands with Similar prescriptions and characteristics. Timber is emphasized where site productlvlty Is high and 
market demand is greatest on suitable land 

I ask the FS to set an ASQ based on biological, rather than political, considerations That is. the ASQ should 
be determined by the amount of timber the land is capable of producing on a sustained yield basis. I have not 
seen figures for sustained-yield limber volume in the dratt plan, and would call on the FS to develop them. 

The long term sustained yield capaclty has been calculated but it is not shown in the Revised Plan. It 1s the level 
of sustainable volume once the suitable forest land is fully vegetated. tt does not occur until many decades from 
now tt cannot the ASCI for this planning period 

Lener 1 166 

Letter 14x1 

Growlh on the GWNF far excesds mortallty and harvest now Under Alternatwe 8, millions of board feet would 
be wasted as trees die and rot. With proper management. more of these trees could be harvested, providing 
jobs for people in the area, and raw material for mills 

Almost twic0 as much timber dies on the GWNF as is cui each year This Is an unacceptable waste of a precious 
national resources I ask you to choose an all that harvests more timber (Ah 12) 
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Letter 3- 

Response 

New-Gazette [Lexington, VAI 22 Jan 1992 Harvesting inthe forest each year should be moved up to 48 mmbf 
The mortallty rate in the forest each year is 90 mmbf 'When more Is going to waste than what you're cutting, 
fi makes sense to cut 48 million bd k' 

The Forest Sewice is moving away from the concept that the National Forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource products. This concept is being replaced with the realization 
that Natlonal Forest must be managed scientifically to best achieves the goals. objectives and future condmons 
desired by the American people. 

The Forest Selvlce Is finding that people need and wanta wider variety of uses, values. produds and condltions 
from the Forest than In the past. Not everyone agrees that the agency should provide for all of these needs and 
wants. The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced 
against the needs and values which are foregone wlth such development. 

Wise use of forest resources Is a mandate of the Forest Sewice that is considered and provided for in the 
Revised Plan The Forest Service recognizes that dead, dying and down trees are important components of 
forest ecosystems and can't be removed from the Forest In large numbers without causing some negative 
envlronmenial Impacts. 

In the record of decision for the FEIS. the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for seleciing the appropri- 
ate mlxiure of uses. values. produds and conditions in the alternative to sewe as the Revised Plan. 

Letter 2938 

Response 

There should be 75 to 80 milllon feet per year harvested This would be about equal to mortality rate. This 
mortallty rate Is a big waste, It should be used If you cui to 27 million feet this will put more of a demand on 
private land than lt will stand, plus there are SO many acres of private land that are disappearing because of 
building and preservationists 

This level exceeds the propcted demand for timber from National Forest lands Dead, dying or down trees have 
a value in the ecosystem and their removal can not occur without some negative consequences However, 
timely salvage can utilize high value products for the economic and social well being of local communities, 
provide for public safety, provide scenic rehabilitation and provide fuelwood Standards provide for some 
sakage to occur 

Letler 3545 

Letler 3710 

Response 

Letler 3744 

Response 

The ceiling figure for number of board feet to be harvested per year should be held at 27 MBF for the combined 
total of suiiableand unsultable acreages No disruptive timber harvest underthe guise of 'habitat improvemen? 

Forest planners intend to allow as much as 5 MMBF of hawest [from unsulted land] to take place each year, 
Inoreasing the potential annual volume by 18% from 27 4 MMBF to 32 4 MMBF The apparent rationale for such 
logging is that lt could be needed to prevent gypsy moth damage, to selvage trees lost to gypsy moth 
Infestation, or for wlldltfe habitat improvement This rationale does not hold up to scrutiny and, in any event, the 
allowed volume Is far too much. 

The Revised Plan shows the anticipated amount of harvest from unsuitable land in the Timber Sale Program 
Quantity There are legitimate wildlife and salvage reasons for harvesting on unsuitable land. but the level of 
this work will be limited by budgets and manpower. 

Cutting done in the name of wildlife management should be part of the total annual cut 

In Management Areas 14, 15, 16 harvesting is done to manipulate vegetation to meet certain wildlife habitat 
needs When this Is done on suitable land, the timber volume produced is part of the ASQ. 

Lener 3812 

Response 

Timber hawestlng 27 MBF is far more sensible than the hawest in years past however future timber hawests 
should be restricted to the periphery of the Forest 

AHernative 9 considered hawesting in peripheral areas only It could be selected to sewe as the Revised Plan 
d lt is Identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 
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Letter 981 

Letter 1064 

Letter 1329 

Letter 1615 

Letter 2215 

Letter 2BMI 

Letter 3553 

Letter 3687 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3821 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3884 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3984 

Response 

[Salvage cutting] harvests should be Included as part of the annual allowable timber yield 

The proposed sale quantlty of 27 MMBF per year is reasonable w'nh the followng restnctions: (1) that salvage 
and vegetatwe mgt timbering is INCLUDED in the total The quantity of salvage alone can currently increase 
timbering totals well beyond the 27 MMNF limn 

The timber harvest guidelines are extremely misleading. The actual estimated harvest (10 when salvage and 
wildlde harvests are included) could greatly exceed the current levels of timber harvest 

AS0 should include all timber cmings, Including those for wildlife openings, Salvage, gypsy moth damage, etc 
This is the only way we can get a true picture of what's being done. 

The preferred alternative is [deceptwe]. ii appears at first that there Is a signlllcant reduction in allowable timber 
sales, but there is much unaccounted timbering under the excuses of creation of wildltfe openings and salvage 
of actual and potential gypsy moth damage that are not part of this logging ceiling In actualltv more timber can 
be cut under this alternative then under the old plan or present management 

There must be a limit on the amount of timber harvesting for wildlife management and salvage purposes so that 
these harvests do not sewe as an 'end run' to the allowable sale quanflty 

Place a ceiling on annual timber cutting for any reason 

Timber which is harvested in the name of wildlife management and gypsy moth control should be included in 
the total board-ft/yr figure 

1.. ] some 57,W additional acres of forest land have been added surreptitiouslytothe dranplan'stimber-sulted 
acreage. Yo eliminate confusion ' Mr Keiley's letter of March 9 I 1 suggests. similarly, that an 'addttlonal sales 
volume' will be added to annual programmed harvest levels. Such changes smack of bad faith, and can be 
expected to be met wdh strong opposition from the conservation community. 

While I understand that gypmo killed timber Is to be salvaged as best as possible, I am concerned that the 
suggested board feet to be sold is far too high, especially If the net effect on the treasuty is negative, and d it 
results in more roads being cut into more areas 

All salvage sales are timber sales Same conditions apply, same requirements, applies toward ASQ All timber 
harvesting for any purpose wildlife, salvage, waterhole development on etther suitable or unsuitable lands goes 
toward ASQ 

All timber sales Yo benefit wildlie' must be charged against the total ASQ. All salvage sales must be charged 
against the total ASQ. Costs of 'wildlife sales' need to be chargeable to timber. 

Salvage sales should be called timber sales. count on ASQ, and only occur in areas suitable for timbering 

Two glaring loopholes In states ASQ are the gypsy moth salvage program and the use of timber management 
to create so-called wildlie benefits 

Salvage is the expedttious removal of timber damaged through natural, unplanned events such as fire, insects, 
disease, and wind or icelsnow storms Gypsy moth morlallty will occur over a wide area of the Forest on lands 
both suitable and unsuitable for timber production during the next 10 to 15 years 

The ailowable sale quantiy normally inoludes timber volume from scheduled timber sales off lands su~table for 
timber production When salvage occurs on lands sultable for timber production, the salvage volume replaces 
scheduled timber sales volume and is considered part of the allowable sale quantity 

Salvage of mortality from gypsy moth Infestation as well as other natural events. on lands unsuitable for timber 
production is not part ofthe allowable sale quantity Instead. it 1s non-chargeable volume The "on-Chargeable 
Volume' and the Allowable Sale Quantity comprlse the Total Timber Sale Program' as discussed In Appendix 
A of the Revised Plan The Revised Plan anticipates a very small amount of 'non-chargeable volume (so0 MBF 
per year) 
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In Management Areas 14.15 and 16. timber may be harvested from lands unsuitable for timber prcdudon to 
achieve vegetation manipulation needed to meet the desired luture condition described in Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Plan. Such pradces we employed when they are the most cost elledve means to achieve the 
vegeretlon manipuletion. Addrtionally, aeveral logging techniques such as skyline cable and hellcopier logglng 
may be usad on steep slopes wHh very minimal boil dlsturbance. 

Lstter 4243 

Response 

Letter 2882 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

I am opposed to any forest management plan that recommends an Increase In the harvest and ClearouUing of 
our National F o r d  

Tlmber Is one d the multiple uses provided on the Forest Alternative a4 was formulated to provlde a wider array 
of uses, values, products and condlt lm on the F o r d  than In the pasI Tlmber management is employed to 
provlde some of those benefits where timber management practices are the mosl cost effectwe pradlces end 
where they can be applied In such a way that the dlvemky and susiainaMllty of ecosystems are malntained 

I request that the sudablllty acres be raised to 640,000 acres and thai the resuttant ASQ be no lesa than 50 
MMBF. 

Aliernatwe 5 was considered In detail in the FElS lt has high levels 01 ASQ and suiiable acres lt could be 
selected as the Revised Plan d ll is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefrts 

No lImlt6 are placed on resource ektradion by volume or by locetion The salvage sale program and wildlde 
program open up all places in the forest (with the exception of existing wilderness) to timbering, llmlted only by 
access. An effective forest plan must set these iypes of lim& 

The Revised Plan clearly identifies in which management areas timber harvest, including salvage and wlldlde 
management may occur 

Letter 2628 

Response 

Letter 2366 

Response 

Lstter 2542 

Response 

Letter x)66 

Timber harvested lor firewood. wildlib habitat improvemont, salvage. or other purposes lrom lands which am 
'unauiiable' should not Iota1 more than t 5 MMBF per year. The €IS should show the effects of thia halvesling 
for each aiiernatlve. and the Plan should show an amount to be harvested from each management area 

This level of detailed Information is more appropriately addressed at the project level analysis phase. 

I feel an ASQ of 23 mbf or less. with a HIGH sawlimber component. will be the only strategy for solving the 
problem of below-cost salos. 

Aiierna1,ve 10 was considered In detail in the FElS lt considered a limber program of leas1 net cost. but was not 
able to achieve an above cost timber sale program ii could be selected aslhe Revised Pian d it isthe aiiernative 
that maximizes ne1 public benefits. 

Most troe species begin to suffer injury and die after the age of Bo to (40 years. On the land suitable for timber 
production (915,053 acres according to pogo 8-33 of the drah EIS. or a more accurate number according lo Mr. 
Ron Lindenboom la 750.000 acres) reallslic rotation ages should be used to help determine the allowable cut. 

The 9t6.000 acres is land tentatively suitable for limber production. This amount of land was used in analysis 
01 all aiiernatues as a darling point from which fdrlher analysis was done in FORPLAN to arrive at dltfeient levels 
of suitable land in each alternative Rotation ages ranged from 50-200 years. 

I bellevethe annual timber Allowable SaleQuanlity (ASO) should be raised1040 million board feet or more This 
should be brought about by making the acroage suflablelortlmberlng larger, possibly upto 450.000 acres You 
should consider how much land has high qualiry trees that could be harvested at break even or bener. Some 
of the other benefits olthis revision would be. increased jobs for those In lha timber industry and increased 
payments to the counties from the higher timber sales 
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Lener 4Mo 

Response 

A high level of timber production based on sound, scientdic foresi mgmt is in the best interest of all the people 

The Revlsed Plan has an allowable sale quantity of 330 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 33 MMBF) that 
would be harvested on approximately 113 of the Forest that is suitable for Umber production. As displayed in 
Table 325 of the FEIS, Alternative 2 has en ASCI of 380 MMBF and has 300,000 acres sutiable for timber 
produciion Alternative 12 has an AS9 of 450 MMBF and has 5S5,ooO acres suitable for timber produciion The 
combination of an ASCI of 400 MMBF and 450,000 acres of lands suitable for timber production is a highly 
economically inefficient formulation 

Lener 401 1 

Response 

instead of reducing the ASQ, the FS should look toward increasing it where appropriate 

Several alternatives wdh higher ASQ and suitable land base are considered in detail in the FEIS Anyone of them 
could be selected as the Revised Plan d it is identified as the alternative that maximizes net pubiic beneftts 

Letter 1446 

Response 

A timber reduction of from 49 million bd t to 27 million bd t would be acceptable to me ONLY if (1) the sales 
were really economically operable and merchantable and (2) about hail of the proposed 27 million bd t was 
not to come from wildlife enhancement cuts 

All timber sale offerings are designed to be economically operable and contain merchantable timber Since 
more than 314 of the lands suitable for timber production is contained In Management Areas 14, 15 and 16 in 
the Revlsed Plan, it Is reasonable to assume that more than half of the volume harvested during the first decade 
ofthe Revised Plan will come from these management areas 

Letter 87 

Response 

Letter 3883 

Response 

The EIS should clearly show how much of the timber volume will be harvested in the first pian period in each 
Management Area This should be shown for each alternative. 

There is no requirement for such disclosure The Timber Sale Schedule for the Forest Service preferred 
alternative is contained in Appendix A of the Revised Plan 

Timber sales should be limited to the proposed 27,000,000 board feet per year maximum and be still further 
phased down as may accelerate net forest growth. Timber practices should not obscure trails or endanger 
hikers I am opposed to all clearcutling 

Agency direction (FSH 2409 33 CH 30) clearly states that volume from timber sales on unsuitable land are not 
included in the ASQ because this volume was not used in the timber yield calculation projection This volume 
will be part ofthe Timber Sale Program Quantity as shown in the Revised Plan and will be in addition to the ASQ 

The Revised Plan shows the anticipated amount of harvest from unsutiable land in the Timber Sale Program 
Quantity There are legitimate wildltfe and salvage reasons for harvesting on unsuitable land, but the level of 
this work will be limited by budgets and manpower 

In conformance with the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan limits clearcutling to those 
siiespecffic instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condition of the given management area 

Alternatives 9, 11 and 13 explore the use of timber harvest cutting methods other than clearcutting to manage 
the Forest timber sale program These alternatives are considered in detail in the FElS One of these alternatives 
will be selected as the Revised Pian d It is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits. 
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FOREST ACCESS' Motorized Access 

Letter 6 

Response 

Letter 14 

Letter 4256 

Response 

Letter 504 

Letter 932 

Letter 2869 

Response 

Letter 49 

Response 

Letter 171 

Letter 891 

Lener 946 

I feel the public needs more, not less opportunltiesto explore your beautiful forest on the prlmnive roads that 
currently exist I think we have enough wilderness area already and what we really need to do is stay with the 
mulllple use management pollcy 

Wilderness is part of muitipie use management vely much as Is harvesting Umber, grazing canle. prolecling 
watersheds. and camplng Driving for pleasure and viewing scenery is indeed one of the most popular uses of 
national forest lands and the ID Team recognizes this Certainly there will be opportunities to enjoy the forest 
on open prlmnive roads. In addltion, Executive Order 11644, as amended by Executive Order 11969. reoognizes 
off-road use as a legftimate use on federal lands To the extend that resources are protected and need is 
demonstrated through support and maintenance. opportunities to enjoy the Forest will be provided 

Remember public land Es forthe public It's uses should be for anyway you choose to use lt whether n be by 
jeep, ATV, horseback, bike or by foot 

We don't want anymore areas closed to motorized recreation for special management areas, wilderness, etc. 

There Is no wording in the many federal laws that apply to the Forest that indicate that members of the public 
have a rlghtto usethe Forest In any manner that they chose While the Forest Service strives to meet the needs 
and wanis of all cdizens, there are sduations under which portions of the Forest cannot be accessed by 
motorized vehicles or even mechanical transport in these oases. uses may be limited 

I would urge that no new roads or ANtrails be planned All unnecessary roads should be closed and reclaimed 
by forest 

There are enough roads and A N s  already 

Alternative 6 is a fair compromise Include no new roads To do othenvlse would encourage Illegal off-road 
riders whose goal in Ide is to obtain traction, rather than enjoying the forest around them 

Management of system roads under the Forest Service preferred alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Pian under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS' Management of all-terrain vehicle use Is discussed under 
'ISSUE 4 - ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE (AlV) USE. 

Aiternatives 3,9,11 and 13 provide a more positive response to these concerns by iimiiing or prohibiting system 
road construdion, eliminaimg A N  routes and having amore aggressive road closure policy than Alternative 8A 
These tour alternatives are considered in detail in the FElS Any one of these alternatives will be selected as the 
Revised Plan by the Regional Forester d it is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Do not permit loggers and recreational vehicles access l o  the George Washington National Forest 

Logging and moiorized recreation are considered appropriate components of the multiple-use strategy for the 
Forest. 

#14, "The District Rangers' Alternative'. is also disturbing. The 'protection' afforded Big Levels - does It close 
FDR 162 to 'motorized' wreck-reation 

No motorized recreation only should be acceptable 

No off-road moior vehicle use should be allowed a1 all Lei's have some areas where we can go without auto 
noise. 
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Letter 979 

Letter 3797 

Letter 3894 

Reswnse 

Limit RVs Umit their obnoxious intrusion as much na you can. 

Gelthe noise and pollullon ofthe vehicles out of our treasured natural resources. 

The higher the level of access, the greater the damage end degradation Any form of motorized access resub 
in the greatest damage. Any road or trmi that can be used by an A N  (gated included) will be used by an A N  

The management of licensed off-highway vehicles for the Forest Sewice preferred alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS. The management of ail-terrain vehicles 
is described in the Revised Plan in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 4 - ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE (ATW USE' and in 
Chapter 3 under Management Area 11 

AtternatNes 3,7,9. t 1 and 13 eliminate all existing A N  trails and preclude construcbon of any new trails. These 
alternatives also limn licensed off-highway vehicles to dlffering amount? of open system roads These five 
atternatives are considered in detail in the FElS One of these anernatives will be selected by the Regional 
Forester ~b the Revised Plan if it is identdied as the atternatbe that maximizes net public benefits. 

Letter 973 

ReSDOnSe 

This perk needs no mechanized invasion. 

The George Washington National Forest is not a National Park. Motor vehicle use is consistent with the legal 
mandates goveming lis management 

Letter 2 

Letter 6 

Letter 14 

Lebr 35 

Letter 83 

Letter 164 

Letter 324 

Letter 989 

Letter 2204 

Letter 2586 

Letter 2590 

Please keep the primitive roads open to four-wheel drive use. We need pnmitive road access to go four- 
wheeling, hunting. fishing, camping, exploring, etc 

DonY close any more roads to motorued reoreatton. 

Some of the places I hunt and fish are too far or too difficutt to walk Some of the members of our hunting party 
are older men So access to these spots by 4-wheel drive is a matter of safety and health concerns. 

Insure that no additional areas of the forest be closed to motorlzed recreation access. this alternative should 
include more miles of primitive roads (not trails) which are oDen to responsible four-wheel drive vehicle access 
for family hunting, fishing, camping and exploring 

I also don't understand the wording of the next paragraph that there should be no increase in density of open 
roads over current levels I feel that there should be an increase in the amount of o w n  roads in the forest since 
this is definitely an increase in 4x4 vehicle use 

Our family wants to be able to access our National Forests, not just read about our great country I want to see 
more prlmltive roads open to four wheel drive use. Give us primltive road accesstothe forestsfor four wheeling, 
hunting, fishing, camping, exploring, and having a good time 

M is my desire to share the forest experience with my children. But, closing the lands completely to wilderness 
areas will severely limit, if not totally preclude, my abilw lo do that 

The management of timber sales has consistently closed all primitive roads close to the sale This practice is 
totally unacceptable and unjustifiable. Require ail timber sales lo assess opportunities for 4WD recreation and 
leave all primitive roads existing before the sale open. 

Access to the forest is reduced when our population Is aging 

We would urge you to open more primitive roads and close no more to these people. Primitive roads afford 
access for hunting. fishing, camping, and exploring as well as Four Wheeling 

Areas of concern Include. 1) continued access to sdea we use for rock climbing. caving. oamping, canoeing. 
and other activities 

Motorized Access 
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Letter 4013 

Letter 4042 

Lener 4042 

Letter 4244 

Letter 4256 

Response 

Lener 974 

Response 

Letter 952 

Do not close more primitive roads for special management areus 

I would prefer all trails accessible to vehicles be opened for hunting. fishing and wood cutting as much as 
possible I feel more access is needed In order to spread out the growing population of sportsmen and to 
provide more access to dead and down wood. 

Please allow usage of the small side trails instead of pushing them shut Thls makes much more of the dead 
wood available Instead of allowlng it to go to waste. 

Primitive road eccess to the forest [s needed for four wheeling, hunting. fishing. camping and exploring. Forest 
planners have refused to acknowledge the demand and needs of the recreational four wheeler 

We feel R is Important to have prlmltive road access to the forest for four-wheeling, hunting, fishing, camping, 
exploring, etc. 

With over a milimn acres rn Virginia and West Virginla, the Forest offers an abundance of huntmg, fishing, 
camping. end other dispersed recreation opportunities. Much of the Forest Is readily accessible by open road 
to persons preferring to use4WDvehicles Seasonally, many roads are closed to protect soil, water. wildlde. and 
the road investment Ofthe existing 1760 miles of Forest Development Roads (FDR), 610 miles are open to the 
public year-round, 440 miles are open seasonally. and 710 miles are closed year-round. Forest Development 
Roads throughout the Forest are available for licensed 4WD use and provide access for hunting and flshing. 

While there Is an obvious need for a degree of motorized access to the Forest, this need must be balanced 
against conflicting goals for wildlde management, non-motorized recreation use, and fragmentation of habbt 
for area-sensdive species. Under the Revised Pian, 80% of the Forest would be available for dHfering degrees 
of motorized access Overall, there are ample opportunities for motorized access 

Based on discussions with &wheel drive organizations, there is a concern over the number of open, primitive 
roads that offer OHV opportunities. Likewise, A N  organizations have expressed concern over the number of 
trail mutes available for unlicensed vehicles. 

Under Alternatives 2, 5,8. SA, 10 and 12, minimal change is expected in the maintenance and management of 
the existing roads and access for hunting and fishing would remain pretty much as is 

Alternatwes 5 and 12 would leave many new roads open to public use and, thereby, inorease motorized access 
somewhat The relabvely small amount of road construction, however, would not significantly increase motor- 
ized access 

AMernativa 4 would maximize 4WO access by causing some ofthe closed system roads to be opened, allowing 
up to 1650 miles of road to be opened at least seasonally. 

These alternatives are considered in the FEE The Regional Forester will select the alternative that best 
maximizes net public benefits with access being one of the considerations in that selection. 

ltls absurdtospend moretaxpayers money in building roadsto hanresttimberthan will be returned bythevalue 
of that harvest The opening of previously roadless areas does not improve the quality of Ide, end only hastens 
the destruction of primitive areas. 

If the Forest Service Is to manage timber and provide for wiiditfe species requiring early successional habltet, 
access is necessary. New roads are often needed to provide this access. 

A national policy on below-cost limber sale programs is being developed, butthe Revised Pian will not be able 
to resolve this issue until the policy is enacted. 

As displayed In Table 3-17 of the FEIS, 89% of the roadiess area acreage has been allocated to management 
areas where road construction is not permitted 

I'd like to ask that no more areas be closed to motorized recreation as special management areas. We need 
primitive road access to the forest for camping: hunting, fishing and just plain getting away. 
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Response The need for motorized recreation must be balanced against conflicting goals for wlldlrfe management. non- 
motorlzed recreation use. and fragmentation of habltat for areasensnive species Under the Revised Plan. there 
should be ample opportunities for motorized recreation and associated dispersed recreation activlties 

Letters 936, gs3 

Letter 3703 

Letter 3915 

Response 

Finally. please do not allow motorized vehicles in any new ereas in the Forest 

Do not build anymore roads and lrails for off road four wheelers 

I am very much opposed to any ections that would tend to promote off-road vehicle use. 

The ID Team recognizes the need for motorized recreation as expressed by many comments. Allowing motor- 
ized acceas In any new areas on the Forest must be balanced against goals for wildlife management, non- 
motorized recreation use, and fragmentation of habltat for ares-senstlive species The Forest Service preferred 
ahernafle 1s designed to retain a portion of the Forest in a roadleas condition, or to at least not construot any 
new roads In many areas Road construction is not permitted in Management Areas 4 5 , B  and 9. 

Letter 1644 

Response 

Letter 1843 

Letter 3633 

Response 

The GW should be closed to all motorized vehicle use except on roads or trails designated for such use. No 
cross country use should be allowed. No motorized use of roads or trails unless specdically designated 88 such. 

Under the preferred alternative, the Forest is closed l o  cross countty travel by motorized vehicles. Licensed 
vehicles may use open Forest roads Unlicensed vehicles. including AN’S. ere restricted to tralis specaicaliy 
designated by Forest Suparvlsor’s Orders for their use 

I want to see as lmle motorized use of the Forest as possible 

Restrict the use of motorized vehicles IC the maximum extent possible 

Executive Order 116644, as amended by Executive Order 11989, recognizes OHV use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands 

Akernatives 3,7,9, 11 and 13, which contain a standard that IimHs the use of motorized vehiclesto open system 
roads, are considered In detail in the FEIS One of these alternatives will be selected by the Reglonsl Forester 
to serve as the Revised Plan if It Is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

Later 3894 

Response 

Areas of the GWNF that have little or no law enforcement presence due to their distance from law enforcement 
slations should have their own management classHication to address this law enforcement problem Perhaps 
It can be modeled on management area 1A wiih addltlonal specrfication that all access other than semi-primdive 
non-motorized would be prohibited The area north of WV secondary rouie 31 1 (Camp Run Road) between the 
Hardy County line end Camp Run Road is a good example of en eree that should be managed as described 
above 

The Forest Service does not preclude public use of the Natlonal Forest simply because their might be law 
enforcement problems from scme misuse. 

Letter 2895 

Response 

The fewer vehicles near the trails or wilderness, the better - as the ease of eccess to people who don‘t respect 
the wilderness causes damage to the wilderness through irresponsible and senseless acts of vandalism 

Wildernesses are managed in accordance wlth several public laws As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Revised 
Plan under Management Area 8, no motorized vehicles ere permmed in wildernesses 

Molorlzed Access 
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Letter 271 0 

Response 

Letter 5728 

Response 

Letter 94 

Response 

All motorized use should be confined to roads whlch could be handled by a normal passenger oar. 

Use by vehicles other than passenger cars IS necessety or allowable in several situations 

1 For& roads frequently must be travelled for administrative use when weather conditions and road surface 
condhons preclude normal passenger car travel. 

2 k may not be economically feasibleto construct or maintain all access to a grade and condition for passenger 
vehicles 

3 Use of the Forest by OHV vehicles is considered an allowable component of multiple use management 

All public vehicular access should be prohibited after habitat mgmt activities, including hmber sales and road 
construction, are completed Therefore, we see no need for a reduction In the SPNM classifioatlon In the Plan. 

As described in Appendix G of the FElS and Appendu I of the Revised Plan, the semi-primitive non-motorized 
recreation opportunlty spectrum requires the presence of no system roads and is inconsistent with classifying 
lands suitable for timber produotion The semi-primitive motorized (subclass 2) recreation opportunity spectrum 
class has been designed to describe the situation where timber harvesting and road construction occur in a 
semi-primitive setting. but the roads are closed to public use 

Concerning the language associated with 'Remote Highlands', 'Desired Future Condition' 'Roads may' could 
mean that these roads will in fact by closed and I am strongly opposed to this I would like to see this sentence 
read, 'Human travel is principally on system trails, although existing roads will remain open or be opened 
seasonally.' 

Which roads to open or close or how many roads to open or olose are not decisions to be made at the Forest 
Plan level These decisions are site-specific and are made at the prolect level. 

FOREST ACCESS Road Managemenl 

Letter 87 The amount of road construction in the preferred alternative appears excessive considering the ecological 
values which are to guide the Plan 

The new plan calls for building an additional 200 miles of roads, despite public concerns about native 
biodiversity and big wilderness 

w e  are in favor of the] substantial reduction in the 200 miles of new roads 

While I agree with the selection of Alternatlve #8 as a sensible, reasonable compromise with many diverse 
interests, It would be my hope that, If further modifications are made, the recommended total mileage of 
proposed road-building could be substantially reduced R appears to be very difficult to justify this amount of 
earth-disturbing mileage in relation l o  the total acreage of timber management 

Limit new road construction 

Further, Alternative t o  requiresthe fewest miles (two) of yearly road Construction of any of the timber harvesting 
alternatives This would represent an annual cost savings that is unspecified wthin the document We recom- 
mend that the annual road construction costs for each alternative be listed In the Final Envircnmental Impact 
Statement Road maintenance costs would also be reduced because fewer miles of roads would be construct- 
ed 

Pian Page 2-13, Paragraph 7. The amount of new road construction (20 mileslyear) may be hlgh In a truly 
biological alternative, the amount and type of new roads constructed should be determined by desired future 
condition 

Letter 1292 

Letter 2380 

Letter 3481 

Lener 3543 

Letter 3643 

Letter 3940 
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Letter 3945 

Letter 3711 

Letter 3962 

Later 4249 

ResDonse 

The xx) miles of road construaon during the decade seems too high and unnecessety rf timber harvesting 
could be located near existing roads rather than bullding new ones through bear and turkey habitat 

Road construction in Alternative 8 is too high. 

The proposal to build x) mileslyear of new roads does not conform to the concept of biological values To 
protect migration corridors and fauna habitat, the total road mileage needs to decrease They are 855,ooO acres 
in Management Area’s that elther don? require roads or that have wildlde habitat that needs freedom from 
disturbance (MA 1,4,6,8,9,1,3.14.&15).The20miles/vearofroadswouldnoontheremaininnX16,000ecres 
of the forest 

The amount of new road constructlon (203 miles over the first decade) 1s excessive and unacceptable More 
information needs to be evailable re projected building, areas to be accessed, and costs A chart similar to the 
one provided on trail construction would be helpful. [Appendix B of Plan) I especially deplorathe projected use 
(or the strong hint of that possibility) of these roads, once the timber harvest 16 completed, for expanding the 
mileage available for ATV use (See 2-9). 

The road oonstrudionlreconstrudion costs and estimated miles of road oonstruotion needed to support the 
timber sa18 program assoclated with each alternative have been reexamined 

It is important to note that the estimated miles of road construction is based on the average existing road density 
and tha average road dens’* needed to access stands to be harvested Them estimates are not precise since 
the actual number of miles needed for any given year depends on factors which cannot be modeled In 
FORPIAN Therefore the estimated miles of road construction are displayed as a range rather than a single 
number The amount of road construction needed to support the timber sale program in the Forest Service 
preferred alternative is estimated to be 5 to 8 miles per year. 

The cost of road conslrudion modeled In FORPIAN is an average cost that 1s directly proportional l o  the 
number of miles of roads construded. Given the imprecision of the road construction estimates, there 1s no 
advantage In displaying the annual road construdion costs other than increasing the complexity of the FEIS. 

Letter 2298 

Letter 3743 

ResDonse 

AlternaUve 8 cuts more acres and builds more roads than Alternative 12. Yet Alternative 12 actually harvests 
more timber li seems to me that Alternative 8 is more costly and will do more harm to the environment. 

Alternative 12 prwides 5 miles per year less roadbuilding. 

The miles of road construction has been reanalyzed for each alternative In the FEE Alternative 8A constructs 
fewer roads than Alternative 12 

Lener 3479 

ResDonse 

Letter 2580 

Letter 2650 

Please, please, please work towards keeping the clearcuts end roads to remove timber at a minimum. 

In conformance with the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan limits clearcutting to those 
site-specific instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condition of the given management area 

The amount of road construction needed to support the timber sale program in the Forest Service preferred 
alternative Is estimated to be 5 to 8 miles per year. The actual miles of roads constructed evety year will depend 
upon site-specrfic fadors such as the relationship of iimber stands io be harvested to existing roads and the 
nature of the terrain. 

I am definitely not In favor of prohibiting vehicular travel and access on the Old Hunter Shanty Trail. 

Please don’t let the Old Hunters Shanty road be closed to vehicular access 

Road Management 
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Letters 2688,2698,26ss,2706,2719,2910.2916,2878,3671.3768,3806,3807,3818,3879,3944 
I hope the Forest Sewice will conUnue to allow vehicular accew to the Old Hunter's Shanty Trail 

I would very much llke to see the [Old Hunters Shanty TrailJ road remain open. 

Plans to c l w  the Old Hunters Shanty Trail In w d r n  Shenandoah County would be a grievous move to the 
cnizens oi Shenandoah County an well an the cltirens of VA who use this trail as an access to the NF. 

Several environmental interest groups want the Old Hunters Shanty Trail changed to a classlfication which 
would prohibit vehicular access. I am detinbly not in favor of this 

I am very much opposed to prohlbiting vehicle use of the 'Old Hunters Shanty Trail ' 

I underatand that you are considering closing the road that goes back past where Hunter Shanty used to be on 
back to the Beacon on Palry Mountain to vehicular traffic. I would like to let you know I think this IS unfair. The 
hunters and Sportsmen are the only ones who pays to use the NF 

Please allow your people to keep thls entire environment (Old Hunters Shanty Trail) open to vehicular traffic to 
both enjoy and maintain ita integrty. 

The Forest Sewice preferred aiternalive allocates the Big Schloss Roadless Areato Management Area 21, The 
Intent of this management area is to provide seasonal access to hunters on the LMle Sluice roadltraii 

Letter 2756 

Letter 2843 

Letter 2851 

Lener 2852 

Letter 2932 

Letter 3878 

Response 

Letter 55 Roads should not be cutthrough the forest because we already have plenty of roads throughout the forest which 
already require too much maintenance 

[Suggest] a large reduction In road building and road conetruction. and the Identification of sensitive biological 
areas and fragmented ecosystems in which road closures could occur 

Letter 279 

Letters491,492,496,759,762,891,933,934,938,963,972,976,1059,1069,1070,1076,1066,1087,1090,1099,1139,1158,1160, 
1167,1168,1250,1260. 132q 1330,1346,1354,1365,14~, 1439,1443,1523,1524,1525,1~6,1527,1528,1529,1530,1531,1551, 
1557,1608,1611,1621,1634,1651,1652,1656,1661,1671,17~,1731,1732,1822,1943,1944,1976,1978,1981,2022,2040,2049, 
2148,2149,2150,2151,2152,2153,2154,2242,~76,~280,~83,2325,2355,2364,2376,24M),2401,2471,2498,2505, 2512,2515, 
2536,2557,2606,2613,2670,2674,2705,27€4,2765,2766,2767,2809,2839,~5,2942, 3M)7,3088,3147,3148,3149,3150,3471, 
3498,3529,3594,3616,3635,3665,3701,3705,3735,3744,3809,3846,3849,4029,4093,4217,4253,4255 

No new roads should be buin on the Forest 

Assure us that no new roads will be built in the Forest Letter 503 

Letters737,1150,1187,1188,1189,1190,1191,1192.1193.1387,1388,1389,1532,1533,1723,1934.1935,1936,1937,1938,1939. 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2446,2449,2450, 
26€6,2760,2761,2762,34lS9,3090.3293,3294,3295,3296,3297,3298, s299.3300,3301,3302,3303,3304,3305,3306.3307,3308, 
3309,3310,3311,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317,3316,3319,3478,3763,3846,4068,4073,4074,4075 

No new roads Also, close ail unnecessary roads. 

I do hate to see expensive roads built into the forest that you later call 'Hunter Access Roads' 

Please stop ANY new roads from being built I feel we should reclaim some of the roads already bulk 

No new roads should be allowed. and as much as possible all except essential roads should be closed and 
reclaimed. 

Letter 743 

Letter 748 

Lener 877 
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~et ters88~,888,~~~,~~,~~,926,1044,1045,1046,1047,1w8,1~,1~,1051,1052,1053,1054.1055.1128,1129,1130.1131,  
1132,1133,1134,1135,1136,1174,1~,12O7,1208,12O9,1210,1211,1213,1214,1215,1218,1217,1218,1219,122O, IPl,lm, 
1~3,1~4,1P5,1226,1349,1399,1400.1401,1402,1403,1475,1476,14~,1478,1479,1480,1481,1462,1484,1485,1486,1487, 
1488.1489.149O, 1699,17oO, 1701,17O2,17~,17~,1705,t706,1707,1915,1916,t917,1918,1919,192O,1921,1922,19Z3,1924, 
1925,1926,19Z7,1968,1974,2063,MB5,2086,M87,2088,xIBB,2090,~1,M92,x)o3,2094,2095,x)96,2097,xw8,2099,2100, 
2101,2418,2419,2420,2421,2422,2423,2424,2425,24~, 2427,2428,2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2434,2435,2436,2437,2438, 
2439,2440,2441.2701,2769,2770,2771,2772,2773,2774.2775,2776,Z7i7,2778.2881,2901,3093,3094,3096,3097,3098,3099, 
3100,32Q2,3M3,3M4, '3205,3206,3207,3x)8,3M9,3210.3211,3212 3213,3214,3215,3216,3217,3218.3219,32x), 3221,3222, 
3223,3224,3225.3226.3227,3228,3229,3230.3231,3232,3233,3234,32~, 3236,3237,3235,3239,3240,3241,3242,3243,3244, 
3245,3246,3247,3517,3606,4094,4095,4096,4097,4098,4099,4100,4101,4102,4103,4104,4105,4106,4107,4108,4109,4110, 
4111,4112,4113,4114,4115,4118,4117,4118,4119,4120,4121,4122,4123,4124,4125,4126,4127,4128,4157,4158,4172,4183 

No new roads should be buiit 

Letter ME 

Letter 965 

Letter 970 

Letter 979 

Letter 982 

Letters 987,2806 

Letter 1062 

Letter 1072 

Letter 1077 

Letter 1078 

Letter I081 

Lstter 1083 

Letter I I 52 

Letter 1157 

Letter 1 161 

I.m concerned about puning In any more roads 

The use of off-road vehicles needs to [be] more limbed by not adding more roads to the already existing ones. 

No new roads should be buiit In the forest There are already too many unnecessary roads which need to be 
closed 

Since GWNF is 'wild' and should remain undeveloped, you should Itmil access to large areas by curtailing road 
development 

No new roads should be built, and many of the exdstlng ones should be closed and reclaimed 

Road building should be minimized 

The greatest faun in the plan is the construction of 2W miles of roads per year We urge that no new roads be 
built 

Absolutely no new roads should be butit. You should consider starting to close existing ones 

Cut down on new roads in the forest 

NO NEW ROADS should be built and all unnecessary roads should be closed and reclaimed There Is definitely 
no need l o  go to the great expense of building 2W miles of new roads in the next decade 

Alternative 8 has altogether too much new roadage, this should be subgtantlally reduced 

li also discourages me, when I read that increased new roads are planned in this natural area 

We have enough roads in the Geo Wash. Forest. No new roadsl 

I want to stress my disapproval of plans l o  build new roads, 

I also urge you l o  consider eliminating the building of new roads and the closure of as many existing roads as 
is practical. 

Letters 1094,1149,1169,~258, 1314, 1317,1982,3553,3827 
No new roads should be built in the Forest Any unnecessary roads should be closed 

I em also concerned about the construction of unnecessary roads In the GWNF 

I feel strongly about not building any new roads 

There should be no new roadsl The existing roads are more than sufficient, and additional roads create air, 
water and soil pollution and mgt problems 

The building of 2W miles of new roads should not be considered Reclaim unnecessary roads forthe purpose 
of removing the isolation of small clumps of wilderness areas 

Letter 1277 

Letter 1290 

Letter 1297 

Letter 1329 
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Letter 139 

Letters 1370, 1971,2902 

Unnecessary roads in the forest need io be closed 

Eliminate all madbuilding and reconstruction. 

No new roads should be buin in the GWNF Unused roads should be allowed to return totheir natural condition 

Additional roads will only take away from the wilderness, any unnecessaty roads should be closed 

No more new roads They are too expensive 

Letter 1378 

Letter 1443 

Letter 1445 

Letter 1454 No new roads 

Letter 1552 

Letter 1569 NO roads 

Letter 1615 

[Flaws to draff plan include] miles of unnecessary new roads 

There should be no net increase In roads on the Forest Existing roads should be evaluated for closing Closed 
roads should be closed permanently 

Road construciion in the National Forest should be terminated, other then for forest fire protection 

No new roads should be built. and those which are little used should be closed and seeded 

The use of off-road vehicles, motorized traffic and timber halvest are detrimental to the forest. Please see that 
we DO NOT expand roadways 

New road construction needs to be stopped Efforts need to be made to close offtravel on some roads to reduce 
the incursions of people into sensitive wildlife habitat 

Letter 1642 

Letter 1684 

Letter 1809 

Letter 1616 

Letters 1823,1886,2010,2230,2237, !?272.2292, 2510,2674, 2749,3797 
No new roads should be buin in the Forest Unnecessary roads should be closed and reclaimed 

I oppose the prolderation of logging roads 

Cut back on roads 

I believe the current road system in the forest is entirely adequate and I would opposethe expansion ofthe roads 
for loggers. A N ,  and &wheel drive enthusiasts 

I am against more roads being cut into the wilderness. 

No new roads should be constructed, and all existing roads should be inventoried to determine their need All 
non-critical roads should be closed 

No additional roads are necessaty GWNF should maintain the minimum necessary roads, thus protecting the 
maximum space for hiking, walking, and other minimally Intrusive activities 

We don't feel that any new roads should be cut into the forest, particularly d the roads are being built for the 
timber businesses. 

There are already enough logging roads1 We don't need anymore roads Roads cause erosion of soils. 

I urge you to adopt Anernatwe 8 as the preferred plan for the GW Forest I also ask that in that plan, No new 
roads be bulk 

Letter 1843 

Letter 1864 

Letter 1879 

Letter 20% 

Letter 2060 

Letter 2189 

Letter 2285 

Letter 2319 

Letter 2327 

Letters 2337, 2606 
Elimination of new road building and new construction 

As long as we are subsidizingthetimber industry by building road to increase accessto our preciouswild public 
lands I will be infuriated with such a policy 

Letter 2346 
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Letter 2347 

Letter 2513 

Letter 2529 

Letter 2603 

Letter 2628 

Later 2665 

Letter 2710 

Letter 2836 

Letter 2 8 ~ ~  

Letter 2892 

Letter 2892 

Letter 2922 

Letter 3537 

Letter 3545 

Letter 3558 

Letter 3567 

Letter 3527 

Letter 3625 

Letter 3633 

Letter 3647 

Letter 3661 

The 2w miles of new roads envisioned by the Plan would only worsen the fragmentation and destruction of the 
GWs most sensitive habitat. 

If any action Is taken regarding roads, it should be In the form of removing and regrading and seeding the 
majomy of existing roads throughout the forest. 

No new roads, claw any unused roads and restore the land for natural growth 

We should not build any new roads and In fact, we should remove the side roads we now have 

There should be no Increase In the total Forest system road mileage. Timber harvesting should take place off 
existing system roads and temporary roads 

Eliminate all new roadbulldlng and reconstruction 

GWNF does not need any more roads Biological diversky needs to be preserved, most of these roads are 
Involved In belowcost logging sales. 

Build no new roads -the GW 1s covered with old logging & FS roads 

New roads are generally unnecessary There are currently 1,800 miles of Forest Service roads and 2,400 miles 
of state and federal roads In the Forest These roads are more than adequate to handle the recreation demands 
on the Forest Building roads has an overall negative impact on forest resources as they lead to soil erosion and 
fragmentation of undisturbed wildlde habltat Furthermore, building roads Into currently unroaded areas de. 
stroys thewilderness character of these lands Finally, timber harvests requiring new roads are often below cost 
and generally there are no actual non-timber benefits that justify the road and harvesting expense. 

No new roads should be built, both because of the severe environmental Impact and the expense 

The enormous cost, both in dollars, and in habltat destruction, is not at all justified in this Forest 

Road building should be kept at a minimum where ever possible. 

There should be no new roads on the Forest Roads that allow licensed OHV use should be reviewed and 
restricted where Illegal off-road use is prevalent This analysis should also be included in the EIS. 

The Plan should reflect a net reduction in total road mileage There are already too many roads 

New roads should be reduced 

I would like no increase in the mileage of roads in the forest. If there must be some new roads built, there should 
be an equal amount of road closed, ripped and seeded Non-system roads or 'troads' must be closed to 
vehicles 

Roadbuilding in the forest should be kept at a minimum -the projected 20 mi per Is too much 

It IS understood that roads are needed to conduct timber harvest Use of old roads should be maximized and 
use of cable Increased in order to reduoe need for new roads A new road should not be built to accommodate 
a harvest d the timber cutting operation does not make a profit 

Construct no new permanent roads 

Do not build new roads lt Is absurd and destructive to put new roads into a natural area 

No new roads In the GWI Alternative 8 Includes too many new roads 
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Letters 3680,3796 
No new roads should be bulk All limber harvest should be done along existing roads 

Too many unnecessary new roads 

kls atravestftocontlnue building new roadsthrough wild, forested areas.Thefewfores1 areasthat remain must 
be protected from this which cause8 tremendous damage to the ecology of the forest 

Letter 3899 

Lever 3700 

Letters 3720,3766,3782 
No new roads should be bulk Close all unnecessary roads. 

Letter 3750 

Letter 3756 

Letter 3812 

Letter 3834 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3047 

Letter 3850 

Letter 3892 

Letter 3938 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Lettar 3996 

Letter 4W1 

No new roads should be bulk for below.& timber sales. 

Two hundred miles of new roads are unnecessary and will only lead to increased misuse of the forest and 'ts 
resources. Work toward reducing the number of roads In the region. 

The rate of road building 1s far too rapid. Building roads to every corner of the Foresi will not lead l o  
unfragmented habkai, an objectwe of An. 8. The FS should not be a road building agency 

There 1s no need for new roads Too much road building has been done in the name of recreational access to 
wilderness when in fact H was lobbied for by the timber industry and in effect has been a great subsidy to this 
industry. 

Don't run new roads into 'Bear' and Turkey' habitat areas for uneven.aged management - poor economics. 
Reduce road mileages and move uneven-age limber areas to the existing road network 

- Limit the development of new roads 

No new roads should be constructed: reclaim unused roads. 

No new roads are necessary. I recognize the need for road malntenence and resurfacing and believe that these 
activities should continue d not be stepped up to maximize the utilily of the existing timber managemem 
infrastructure of the GWNF. 

Roads. There are already 1800 miles of Forest Service system roads. This is more than enough! No new roads 
should be bulk The 20 miles of new roads per year proposed in Alternative 8 is unacceptablel Road work 
should be limited to improvements of a few existing roads such as needed widening for safely or drainage 
Improvemenis Non-system roads which are passable should be gated and closed 

MA 11 : 2-82 8 [Standard] 401 -Lands sudabieforbmber Roads constructed for timber harvest should be closed 
and seeded after use. We do not need additional roads in the forest. 

MA 17. [Standard] 594 Roads constructed should be temporary roads that are closed upon completion of the 
prolect Timbering should be done on skid trails 

Standard 9, 'No roads are consiructed' should be in every Management Area of the Plan except for MAS 12 & 
20 

[Maintain] roads but [build] no new roads 

No new public roads should be constructed and existing roads should be maintained to the lowest standard 
Some exkding roads that encroach on crkical habdat areas may need lo be closed Some very short segments 
may be constructed for timber mgi In the limited areas where that is permitted These must be buin to the 
minimum standards for the job at hand and used only for that purpose 
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Lener 4009 

Letter 4053 

Letter 4182 

Letter 4184 

Letter 4262 

Response 

There should be fewer, not more, roads 

Do not build any new mads, rather close some 

[I] support a proteohve Forest Management Plan To be protectwe the plan must not allow new roads to be built 

We have millions of miles of roads in the U S -enough to pave all of New England We don't need anymorel 

There Is no reason to increasethe road system as thlswill disrupt the fragile wlldltfe habitat as it exists presently, 
and will Invite more polluiing cars and people to sensitive areas 

Management of system roads under the Forest Service preferred alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS'. 

There are currently approximately 1760 mile8 of Forest System Roads and an estimated 250 miles more of roads 
under other jurisdictions that directly border national forest lands 

The amount of road construction needed to support the timber sale program In the Forest Service preferred 
alternative is estimaied to be 5 to 8 miles per year Additional roads may be needed for a variety of reasons 
including access to new developed recreation sites and access to wildlife improvements 

The FEiS contains a description of fourteen alternatives which contain dlffering amounts of road construction 
designed to achieve the desired future condition for each alternative. Only Alternative 3 would involve no road 
construction Alternatwes 11 and 13 would permit no system road construction Alternatives 3, 5,9, 10,Il and 
13 contain management areas that foster a more aggressive policy towards closing, and where appropriate, 
removing roads from the transportation system 

All of these alternatives are considered in detail In the FEE One of these alternatives will be selected as the 
Revised Plan by the Regional Forester if it is identtfied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 181 

Response 

Reducing the standards to which roads are constructed or the level to which they are restored after use, can 
significantly Increase the cost differential between the fair market price of product at the stump and to the ond 
user Allowing OHVand other motorized and non-motorized use of the roads and haulways rather than forcing 
restoration of these areas further improves the economic viability of timber sales We recommend that the road 
and haulways be used for 5 to 10 years, to permit natural forest reclamanon After that period they could be 
assessed to determine d assisted reclamation was required 

There are a number of factors which affect the standard and design of any system road including safety and 
mitigation for adverse environmental impacts Generally, a road that is open to public use requires a higher 
standard for safely and minimization of erosion Open roads are also more expensive to maintain. 

Letter 2664 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3942 

Response 

The Draft Plan predids an average of 20 miles of new road to be built annually This is a large decrease from 
the 1966 Plan that had an average of 52 miles per year However, the Draft Plan fails to ident& the amount of 
reconstruction and the management of reconstructed roads This omission should be corrected and added to 
the Final Pian and EIS 

Proposing 20 new miles of road each year in a forest of over 4,WO mi of roads is not in keeping with the theme 
of Alternative #8 

Under no circumsiances should the recommendation for20 new miles of road per year remain in the plan An 
increase in uneven age management has been used as a lustification for this proposed increase in roads 
Please restrict timber harvest to areas along existing roads Decreasing the proposed mileage will have the 
added benefit of reducing the budget required to implement Alternative 8 

The Revised Plan estimates 5 to 8 miles of new road construction per year Reconstruction needs are es1imated 
in the Revised Plan budget Typically management of a road does not change after reconstruction 
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Letters 986, 1153,2227 
Eliminate all new roadbullding, Including reconstrucUon 

There should be a minimum number of roads Roads are not necessary, they disturb the very nature of the are& 
Please keep the Forest a wilderness 

No more roads OF ANY KIND should be constructed Roads fragment the habitat, create edge, facilkate the 
entry of peat and non-native plants. cause eroslon and stream damage, change drainage panerns, and provide 
barriers to movement Existing roads should be carefully surveyed and those not absolutely necessary should 
be closed and revegetated wlth native local species. 

Letter 1071 

Letter 1884 

Letters 2035, 2534,3662 

Letter 1992 

Letter 2026 

Letter 2045 

Letter 2M)2 

Letter 3929 

Letter 3691 

Letter 3963 

Letters 3985.3986 

Letter 3695 

Response 

Lener 1064 

No new roads bulk on the GWNF - and many existing roads should be obliterated 

No new roads should be built and existing roads should be oblkerated. 

Aside from the cast and Intrusion, new roads Inevitably lead to new activlties such as logging and vehicle use 
which further harm the Mologlcal Inlegrlly of our fine mountains Please, no new roads. 

ProhibR the building of new roads and the reconstruction of old ones Roads cutting through the forest 
drastically degrade the quallty of the area as a wildilfe habltat 

I am against any and all new forest roads and I whole-heartedly support the closing of roads, especially d It 
would serve to create larger wilderness areas 

I am opposed to road construction in the NFs because road construction is an Item of public expense that 
benefits the for-proit timber industry 

No new roads should be buin In the forest, and many of the existing roads should be removed 

Dally News-Record (Hawisonburg), 23 Jan 1952, pg 6 Roads are the most costly Item, ecologically and 
economically R results in the further fragmentation of forested ecosystems, increased erosion and siltation of 
streams, added stresses to threatened species and more money-squandering PrOJECtS at taxpayer's expense 
H will allow and promote the murder of trees in riparian areas [and] forest-wide using deedgrouse as the excuse 
to trash thousands oi species H will mollycoddle OHV interests (AN, 4x4, dirt bikes) over nature 

No new roads should be constructed and roads which are not now open to the public should be reseeded and 
allowed to return to the forest 

Limlt or close all roads and (do not) build new ones 

Alternative 3 eliminates all road construction and reconstruction. This alternative is considered In detail in the 
FEE and will be selected as the Revised Plan by the Regional Forester if It is Identified as the alternative that 
maximizes net public benefits 

20 miles of road per year are needed to lnitlaily access new areas for timbering for about the next ten years Two 
specific restrictions should be included. (1) thatthe limil of 10 years be specified in the Plan with a significantly 
reduced amount of roads atter that (2) that a very high % (90%) oi the new roads are specified as the lowest 
level, closed and seeded for the years between uses Timber operators should not be allowed to build 
higher-grade roads. 
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Leiten 1139,1621,2283.2512 
Unnecessary roads should be closed and reclaimed 

200 miles ovarthe next decade Is200 mllas too many You should look at closing some of the roads in the forest 

Roads not currently being used should be closed and reclaimed 

Roads already Considered Unnecessary should be closed and reintegrated with the surrounding farest 

Rather than opening new arass to roads and motorized traffic, why not concentrate on closing the roads that 
endanger many areas? 

Unnecessary roads should be closed. 

No new roads should be built and unnacessaty roads should be closed and rechmed. 

Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS' describes the management of the 
transportation qrstam including the policy on road closures 

Alternatives 3,9.11 and 13 allocate many parks ofthe Forest to management areas with a more aggressive road 
closure policy than those in Atternativa 8A. All of these alternatives are considered in detail in the FElS One of 
these altarnabves will be selected as the Revlsed Plan by the Regional Forester If It is identifled as the aiiernative 
that maximizes net public benefits. 

The road consiruction is much belter for Alt 12: It consists of only 15 miles 

Alternatives 8 and 12 have been reformulated In the FEE The estimated miles of road constructed is raspec- 
tively 5 to 8 milas per annum end 7 to 11 miles par annum 

Lettar 1310 

Letter 1652 

Letter 20% 

Leiter 2347 

Letter 2498 

Letter 

Response 

Letter 1472 

Response 

Lettar 2732 

Response 

Letter 3490 

Response 

Letter 3637 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 391 1 

Response 

No new roads should be built unless the loggers pay for them. One of the best ways to cut the federal budget 
deficlt is to terminate below-cost timber sales 

Many roads that are constructed will be used for mora than Just logging Those left open for public use will be 
used for many dflerent recreational pursu& Those closed to the public will be used for administrative access 
and are available for fire suppression 

Logging road constructton [is] a poor option at the expense of generally accepted conservation principles. 

Timber harvesting and road construction will be accomplished In a manner that sustains the diversty and 
productivvlty of ecosystems 

We support a low standard closed or seasonally opened road system on the forest. Access to national forest 
land is needed but large graveled roads that are open year long are axpensiva to construct, maintain, and are 
a detriment to wildlife 

Lower road specs If going to rip, seed, and close Saves money. 

Road maintenance and resurfacing should continue if not be stepped up lo maximize the uttlity of the existing 
timber mgt infrastructure 

The management of system roads under the Forest Service preferred alternative is described in Chapter 2 under 
'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS. and under the desired future condition for each management area In Chapter 
3 of the Revised Plan 

Roads ara designed, constructed and maintained according to the specific management objectives for any 
management araa and at a standard that affords safe passage and protection of resourcas in a cost-effective 
manner 
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Letter 83 

Letter 2823 

Response 

Letter a7 

Response 

Another area In the plan that worries me Is page 2-13 under 'roads'. It states that at le& 90 percent of the roads 
In this area will be closed year round. I do not understand why this 1s necessary and hope that thls will be 
changed 

We feeithatthe miles of open roads should be keptto the minimum neededto maintain good wlldlde and timber 
management practlces. 

The Revised Plan calls for closlng 90% of new road constructed to support the timber sale program 

The Plan should outline the amount of road constructlon, reatoration, relocation, and pre-use maintenance. 

The actual miles of road construction, reconslructlon, restoration, relocation, and maintenance of system roads 
will be determined by sksspecHic analysis during ImplementaUon 

Letter 146 

Response 

Letters 766,767 

LeUer 1075 

LeUer 1847 

Letter 2007 

Letter 2012 

Letter 2308 

Letter 261 5 

Letter 3529 

LeUer 3544 

Letter 3892 

Response 

In AnernatNe 12, the new road construction mileage (15 mi /yr ) Istoo high it more than doubles the current rate 
of new road ConstNdon (7 mi 1. 

The estimated road construction has been revised to 7 to 11 miles per year In the FElS 

With 4,200 miles of road already In existence, no new roads need to be buln: unnecessary roads should be 
closed and reclaimed 

Spending more laxpayer money on roads when there are already 4,200 miles of roads, sounds unnecessary. 

Wtth over 4,000 miles of roads in the 0 W It makes lmie sense l o  increase It now for any reason, including 
economics. 

NO NEW ROADS1 Currently, the forest Is served by 4xK1 miles of existing roads This amount should be 
reduced by closing Unnecessary roads and allowing this land to be reclaimed 

Why is there a need for 2w miles of new roads? Already there exists 4,200 miles in the 0 W National Forest 

200 miles of new roads Is too large 4,203 miles of roads on the GWNF should permit harvesting a 27mmM 
average annual ASQ and even a larger ASQ entirely by temporary mads and skid trails extending from existing 
roads Road construction costs are a prime factor in causing below-cost timber sales P is recommended that 
no new roads be bulk in the revised planning decade 

New roads should be llmtted to roads cut for timber harvest and Ideally these roads should be cut end paid for 
by the timber industry under Forest Service supervision. Balanced management for everyone's needs is 
required to maintain the Forest's resources and value for future generations 

Roads - unnecessary roads should be closed &reclaimed Existing roads (1800 mi Forest Service roads 8 7.4'24 
mi ot State and Fed. rads) total 4200 miles. Enough is enough1 

The GW now has 42w miles of roads - no more are needed. 

There are currently 4,200 miles of roads in the GWNF which are more than adequate to allow forthe necessary 
timber halvesting and general forest management 

There are currently approximately 17W mlles of Forest System Roads and an estimated 250 miles more of roads 
under other jurisdictions that directly border national forest lands 

The amount of road construction needed to support the timber sale program in the Forest Service preferred 
alternative is estimated to be 5 to 6 miles per year. Additional roads may be needed for a varlety of reason8 
Including access to new developed recreation sites and access to wildlife improvements 

1-197 Road Managemem 
FOREST ACCESS 



Lelter 3676 

Response 

If roads are made in the G W Forest, R will bring in people who will then trespass on private property adjoining 
the Natlonal Forest. 

At least ninety percent of new roads constructed to support thetimber sale program will be closedto public use 

Letter 3739 

Response 

Letier 3676 

Response 

~~~~~~ 

No new road building until the [wilderness and biodlversrty potentiality] studies have been decided upon 

When the Regional Forester selects the alternative to se ra  as the Revised Plan, road construction will be 
permhied under the condltlons and in the areas described in the Revised Plan There would be no road 
construction In any roadless area recommended for wildernew study 

We want to see the area of the G W Forest which lies between Camp Run and the Hardy County line in 
Pendleton County left BS It is We are opposed to making roads into the area for any reason 

That area is part of Management Area 15, where an open road densrly of less than two miles per 1wO acres 
is called for 

Letter 17 

ResDonse 

The standard for open roads In MAS 14 and 15 would allow for many more miles of open road than the current 
standard. We strongly suppott the current standard 

The road denslties (1 mi/IwO ac for Management Area 14, and 2 mi/1000 ac for Management Area 15) arethe 
same as In the previous plan for some species and higher for other species The allowable densities are 
considered appropriate, based on the emphasis for Management Areas 14 and 15 

Letter 2661 

Letter 3951 

Response 

The VWTF strongly supports the philosophy that all new or reconstrucied roads be ripped, seeded to grasses 
and legumes and closed to motorized vehicles except USFS and VDGIFfor personnel on work prolects and law 
enforcement The open road densrly in MA 15 in the Draft Plan (standard 557) of two miles of open road Der 
1,ooO acres Is excessive The VlKTF strongly recommends only one mile of open road per 1 ,wO acres. 

Road Density - Only count Forest Service system roads that are wlthin the interior of a Management Area Do 
not count boundary roads, state roads, or private roads For some ereas the density should be set at one (1) 
mile of open roads per Moo acres (bear and turkey areas) Other areas do not need a road density established 
(deer) The roads that the Forest Sewice constructs and the majority of the existing roads are of such low 
standards that they have Ittile to no negative Impact on any wildlife species. The Forest Service cannot control 
state end private roads and therefore should not consider them in the computation of road density Traffic 
Service Level 'D' roads that are closed or will be closed should not be counted 

There are a variety of ways to determine road denstiies in a particular management area. each having Its own 
merit Measures for determining denslties are contained in Chapter3 of the Revised Plan Actual road densities 
for each area wlth a road density guideline will be determined and monltored 

Risestlmatedthat less5toBmilesof new roadswill beconstruciedannuallytosupport1hetimbersaleprogram 
Of this, it is estimated that 90% will be closed end seeded New 'Common Standards' have been developed to 
improve the beneftis to wildllfe that seeding closed roads provide Seeding of exotic or invasive species is not 
allowed, and fescue is to be used only stie specifically when It is determined that other cover species will not 
be able to control an erosion problem 

Letter 2931 

Response 

Ba careful about where roads are built in the forest Some people run their mountain bikes, ATV's, or motorcy- 
cles on the [Appalachian] trail The only practical way to slow this down in remote areas is to limit eccess by 
limiting road building 

All alternatives prohiblt motorized use of the Appalachian Trail, yet the ID Team recognizes that illegal use by 
mountain bikes, AWs, and motorcycles may be fostered by road construction as the comment indicates 
Alternatives 2,5, 6. 7. EA, 10, 11 end 13 propose minimal change from current road management Anernative 
9 has some road construction proposed, but would close many roads in SPM areas Presumably some of these 
roads would be adjacent to the AT Alternative 3 would remove approximately half of the Forest Development 
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Roads and allow for no new con8lrucbon and would provide the most protecbon for the AT The Regional 
Forester will select the akernative that maximizes net public beneflts Road access in the Forest Is one of the 
considerations In making the seleotlon 

Letter 1555 

Response 

I do not believe that we need any new roads In the forest, but should one have to be built, we should have a 
public comment period before such proposals could be carried out 

A discussion of road constructlon is included in project environmental documents Under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act, the public does have an opportunity to comment on a project before a decision is made 

Lena 2665 

Response 

Letter 2929 

Response 

The inventory of roadless areas upon which the plan is based is meaningless without an accurate inventory of 
existing roads. To dale, none exists as many roads are admittedly unmapped, undocumented and unrepresent- 
ed in the Information of the Pian and EIS. 

The Forest maintains a detailed record of system roads on the Forest This inventory is updated annually 

As parl of the preparation of the FEIS, the ID Team has worked with District representatives to update the road 
inventory and to map the Inventory In the Geographic Information System The Special Features Map that 
accompanies the Revised Plan displays the location and status of system roads 

Construction of system roads under the Forest Service preferred alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS' 

Letter 3728 

Response 

WVDNR recommends that roads be constructed to the lowest possible standard to meet mgmt objectives 

Roads are designed to the standard needed to implement the specific resource management objective associ- 
ated with each project The projects must be designed to achieve the goals, objeotives and desired future 
condition of any management area 

Lener 3728 

Response 

The desired future condition of the MA should determine road mgmt - not project level decisions We desire 
most FS specified roads In Mgmt Areas 9, 14, and 15 be managed as closed The Plan should state current 
open road density. 

The desired future condltion and standards associated with each management area provide general direction 
for the management of roads Sbspecdic analysis and decisions are needed, however, on the management 
of lndwtdual roads wRhln a management area The Revised Plan is a programmatic document that establishes 
the general policies for management, It cannot establish specific direotion on each particular management 
decision needed to implement the Revised Plan 

Lener 3840 

Response 

All non-system roads should be closed Problems remain on the ground with the open roads versus closed 
roads versus non-system roads that are open Either non-system open roads should be counted relative to 
habltat mileage or they should be systematically closed 

The Forest maintains a detailed record of roads on the Forest where vehicular traffic is sanctioned This 
inventory is updated annually 

Lener 3951 

Response 

Road Construction - Keep as in Alternative 12 

The road construction program in Alternative 12 is the amount of new roads needed to access the suitable land 
baseto provide an allowable sale quantity of 450 MMBF Since the Forest Service preferred alternative harvests 
a smaller allowable saia quantity, a smaller amount of road construction IS required 
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Letter 2755 The term 'roads' is not clearly defined In every Management Area prescription, d OW use is allowed, the 
wording should be 'Motonzed public travel Is restricted to open system roads'. For example, Standard 279 
under Management Area 9 and Standard 519 in Management Area 13 both say 'Existing roads may continue 
to be used'. This wording is loo locwe and seems to condone travel on nomystem roads 

The deflnltion of what is a road should be more clearly stated In the Plan Wherever the word 'road' Is used in 
the Plan, n should be clardied whether system or non-system roads are being addressed 

Regarding roads, the language in the Dralt Plan is too lowe Each tlme the word 'road. is mentioned, specfflc 
language should be used to ldentdy what type of road is Intended. For example, any reference to 'open road' 
should be changed to 'open system road' if that Is Intended Use of nonsystem illegal roads is a widespread 
problem. I hope the new plan will address this problem. Roada receiving illegal usage should be closed. While 
I recognize that this is a time-consumina and exwnsive Droiect. It needs to be done to protect the forest 
resources. 

Unless stated otherwise. when Forest roads are discussed in the Plan, the reference is to roads that are part of 
the Forest Transportation Inventory System 

Letter 3938 

Letter 3942 

Response 

Letter 3538 

ReSPonSe 

I suggest the area from Rough Run Road to the Hardy Co Line not have any new access roads as in plan 8 
We already have people on ATV's in there and there aren't any roads or trails it is a big law enforcement 
problem 

The decision to build new access roads north of Rough Run Road in West Virginia will be determined during 
sibspecific proiect analysis. Management Area 11 depicts the only areas of the Forest where ATV's are 
permmed on designated trails The remainder of the Forest is closed to vehicles which ere not licensed by the 
appropriate state. Law enforcement is an integral part of the Foreas management 

Letter 3538 

Response 

There. are bald eagles on the South Fork River If more access to this area is mada I feel they will be shot 

The Revised Plan requires that any management activlties must conform with the Recovely Plan for any 
federally threatened or endangered species The question of the presence of bald eagles on the South Fork of 
the Shenandoah River and the effect that any management practices would have on this species would need 
to be addressed in the biological assessment for any project, 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4038 

Response 

[Standard] 555 'Motorized use is allowed' only on system roads 'when It doesn't conflict 

Replace the sixth paragraph on page 2-13 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following' 'The desired future 
condition is a road system that seryes the public, meets management needs, and protects resources in a 
cost-efficient manner. Only roads in the Forest Development Road system are avadable for motorized use Open 
road mileage may be reduced or seasonally adjusted to address biological objectives Roads that cannot be 
maintained at a level that prevents resource degradation will be closed io public use ' 

Off-system roads being used by full sized vehicular traffic are discouraged by the use of natural barriers ATV 
use is governed by Forest Supewisor orders 

The Revised Plan does not make a site-specrflc decision on the opening or closing of system roads Instead, 
management area direction provides the road management policy The specific decision on the opening or 
closing of any road must be consistent with the road management policy of a given management area, or else 
the Revised Plan must be amended to eliminate the inconsistency. 

' 

Letter 4038 Replace the seventh paragraph on page 2-13 with the following 'The Revised Forest Plan involves CoWtruction 
of estimated - miles per year of new roads forthe first decade, not Including reconstruction or maintenance 
of existing roads Approximately 90 percent of these new roads are closed year-round.' 
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Letter 4038 Replace the eighth paragraph on page 2-13 of the Draft Revbed Forest Plan wkh the following. 'Decisions that 
determine whether roads we open or closed to public use are made at proloct-level. However, the open road 
denslty does not Increase above the specdied road density for each management area ' 

The road construchonlreconstruotion coda and estimaled mllea of road construction needed to support the 
timber sale program associated with each aiternative has been reexamined. 

k 1s Important to note that the estimated miles of road construction Is based on the average existing road denslty 
and the average road denslty needed to acce81) stands to be harvested These estimates are not precise since 
the actual number of miles needed for any gwen year depends on factors which cannot be modeled In 
FORPLAN. The ID Team has, therefore, displayed the e&mated miles of road construction ea a range rather 
then a single number The amount of road constructton needed to support the timber sale program in the Forest 
Service preferred anernalive 1s estimated to be 5 to 8 mllea per year. 

The cost of road constru~on modeled In FORPIAN Is an average cost that is directly proporIlona1 l o  the 
number of miles of roads constructed. Given the lmpreolslon of the road construction estimates, there is no 
advantage in displaying the annual road construction coda other than Increasing the complexlty 01 the FEIS. 

Response 

FOREST ACCESS. &wheel Drlva OHV use 

Letter 57 

Letter 279 

Letter 283 

Letter 738 

Letter 759 

Letter 885 No loud ORV's 

Letter 1072 

Licensed off-highway vehicles should be kept to the very minimum. 

[Suggest] OW use be restricted to open roads 

NO lo  off-highway vehicle travel in the National Forest 

Minimize damage by off-road and ATVs by severely restricting areas they can be used 

off road vehicles haw, NO business In such as lovely place as the GWNF. 

ORVs have no place In National Forests. Gel them out of GWNF They destroy, pollute, lmer and ruin the forest 
for everyone else. 

I oppose increased access for off-road vehicles and A W s  Off-road vehicles cause erosion and are a hazard 
to those on foot Off-road recreational vehicles have no place on public lands. 

All off-road vehicles should be eliminated from the eWNF. 

Letter I 073 

Letter 1153 

Letters 986, 1370,2045,2227,2337,2515, 2M)6, 2902, 3981, 4050 
Eliminate all oKroad end unlicensed vehicle usage within the forest 

The use of the forest for vehicles, and especially the %wheelers and 4wheelers should be curtailed ea much 
as possible Noise and damage done by those vehlcles is intolerable. 

k is my opinion that ANs and ORVs have no place In the GWNF and should be barred totally and wlthout 
exception 

The GWNF is no place for AN6 and ORVs which do significant environmentel damage when used'legaily' The 
use of the forest by ANs Is preemptive of other uses which are more in tune with natural values. 

- Regulation of ORVs. One use we would strongly urge that you ban is the activltles of ORVs, ATVs and other 
similar types of motorized equipment No citizen hasthe right to Inflict the kind of damage to public lands that 
these vehicles can and often do inflict The GWNF has a large road system which allows accass to many remote 
areas. To allow these types of vehicles to leave this road system and roam at will through the forest invnes an 
unacceptable amount of destruction of a public resource k Seems to us that It Is very unlikely that ether the FS 
or the local law enforcement agencies are in a position to protect the public's interest In the GWNF unless all 
motor vehicles are confined to the existing road system 

Letter 1642 

Letter 1816 

Lener 1884 

Letter 1987 
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Letter 2048 

Letter 2- 

Letter 2665 

Letter 2665 

Letter 2685 

Letter 27G9 

Letter 2891 

Letier 3461 

Letter 3471 

Letter 3566 

Letter 3634 

Letter 3696 

Letter 3713 

Letter 371 4 

Letter 3717 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3728 

m e r  3739 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3921 

Letter 4008 

Letter 4 ~ 9  

Eliminate all off-road and unlicensed vehicle USEE wnhln t!e forest In order to eliminate that disturbance to 
wlldllfe and the corresponding destruction of habM and trails 

NO ANS, OHVS, NO MECHANIZED BUCKING BRONCOS These machines rudely Intrude on the peace and 
quiet beauty of the forest and direclly deprecate Its human, floral and faunal values With 2,400 miles of public 
roads and 1,800 milesfor forest development roads, anyone whowlshesto ride about in the forest hasabundant 
opportunky to do so, 

Eliminate all off-mad and unlicensed vehicle use 

There is no right to oftroad ORWATV motorized recreation in the OW Other National Forests (Monongahela, 
Ouachlta, and others) have found motorized recreation incompdble with other resource values in the forest and 
have outlawed their use In those forests Similar action Is appropriate and necessary In the OW 

Of special note I believe is the use of our National Forests for the disruptive recreational use of Offthe RoadIAll 
Terrain Vehicles. Surely we can think of better places to pollute and disrupt 

Keep the OHVs out All they and their drivers can do is wreck the place 

I am completely against motorized uses of the forest such as four-wheel recreational vehicles. 

off Road Vehicle damage is never repairable WE DO NOT NEED THESE INFLUENCES IN OUR FOREST 

Noisy off-highway vehicle use are not compatible and are not necessaty in the George Washington National 
Forest 

The use of destructive off-road vehicles should be very Iimlted, preferably banned altogether. 

I have yet failed, completely, to come up wlth any excuse for ORVs using hiking trails and forest setvice roads 

off-road recreational vehicle use is totally incompattble with peaceful. undestructtve pursuits ORVs ako 
contribute to the pollution of air and water and the destruction of wildlife 

I am totally opposed to off highway vehicles on any palt of our National Forest 

I am generally opposed to opening up the forests to off the road vehicles. 

I am opposed to ORV use In Forests The vehicles are noisy, promote erosion, and seem to encourage forest 
use by people least likely to respect the Forest 

We would prefer the elimination of all engine powered vehicles from the GWNF, except on maintained roads. 

WVDNRdoes notsupporttheuseof ANlORV'son publiclandsduetothemanyconflictswith otherforest users 

No off-road vehlole use other than to conduct studies. 

ORV (licensed) may use any open system road on the forest No closed system road or trail may be used by 
any A N  or ORV. 

This alternative [#E] limlts to some extent, the use of off.highway vehicles I believe the national forests should 
be closed to off-road vehicles OHVs and ORVs should be severely restricted to those areas where adverse 
effects on soil and water can be eliminated 

ORV use in NFs should be minimal 

ORV/AN presence and trails in the Forest is an abomination and should be banned and excluded from the 
forests 
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Letter 4021 

Letter 4249 

Letter 4262 

Response 

We don't need more playlands for ORVs. 

I object to the addltional mileage being 'maintained for PHVs'l This Is the one forest use that is not compatible 
with any other use 

All ORV use should be eliminated 

Executive Order 118644. as amended by Executive Order 11989, recognizes OHV use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands 

Alternatives 3,7,9,11 and 13 contain a standard that l imb the use of motorized vehicles to open system roads. 
These alternatives do not designate any motorized (rails, effedively eliminating opportunities for the legal use 
of unlicensed vehicles and restrlcting the use of licensed vehicles on the George Washington National Forest 

Alternatives 3,7,9,11 ,and 13 are considered in detail In the FElS One of these alternatives will be selected by 
the Regional Forester to serve as the Revised Plan d It is ldentlfied as the alternative that maximizes net public 
benefe 

Letter 93 

Letter 1st 

Response 

Letter 2628 

Response 

Ut~lity Corridors and Mrunienance Roads and Forest Service Roads, would it not be feasible to open these roads 
and areas (to OHVs) through special permlt or request A small fee could be generated as well as being able 
to limit use of the areas ll might also allow the areas to be kept open for limlted recreational use while at the 
same time allowing maintenance updates from responsible users as to road conditions, area condltlons, and 
such as that 

Allow OHV use of current and future utillty right of ways These could provide both a good linear trail system 
plus could provide readily available connectors between trails systems 

Utility corridors and maintenance roads are under permit to the user The permittee is responsible for the 
maintenance of both the corridors and the roads. OHV use is detrimental to these corridors and cannot be 
allowed 

As far as Forest Development Roads, various authorizations can be used to allow uses that are not Incompatible 
with the existing use The Forest Service cannot charge a 'use fee' to Individual users, but It can Issue use 
authorrzations to individuals or organizations who would be responsible for the maintenance of the road under 
special use permlt Each application for use is judged on its own merits before use is granted, or denied 

From the map dated 3/27/92 furnished to CTF, the OHV route designated for the Skyline road on the James 
River District appears to exceed the open road segment All routes shown on the map should be checked to 
assure that no designation is made of a road which Is not open currently 

Skyline Road #125D snd Trail #47l coexist. Both go to the top of Big Knob in the area of Doily Ann Hollow 
The Skyline Road Is currently open year-round to public motorized use to the 3,700-foot elevational level 

Letter 6 

ResDonse 

A benefit for four wheelers provide that would disappear if more roads are closed is the support they provide 
to the local economy 

The ID team recognizes that there are both direct and indirect benefits to local economies resulting from four 
wheelers use in the Forest These benefit values must be balanced against those for other resourcss, monetarily 
and otherwise The Regional Forester will select the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

Letter 3742 Your mailing of April 3, 1992 Included a GIS map showing the location of roads wh.ch wodd be open lor 
Off-Highway Vehiclo travel. This map should bo distributed for public comment Tno map shows OhV routes on 
what oppoar to be trads on the base map Bocause of the intrusive nature of OHV usc, no OhV route should be 
designatod on a route also used as a trail Not only Is there potential danger of mixing users. but the impacts 
of 4-wheel drive vehicles on the roule is of a mognitudc that It sovercly degrades the experience of hikers or 
horse riders The OHV designation should be removed from any roulo wh.ch IS also a tra., The map should be 
part of the final plan mapping 
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Response 

Letter 14 

Letter 35 

Letter 58 

Letter 86 

Letter 171 

Letters 950, 952, 

Letter 953 

Letter 955 

Letter 956 

Letter 958 

Letter 1164 

Letter 1883 

Letter 2711 

Letter 3590 

Response 

Many of the maps requested were available for review at the Supewlsor's Onice. Maps with Information such 
as O W  routes and ROS claeaeswere dlsplayedfor public review at public meetings before the DElSwas Issued 
and at open h o w  held during the comment period on the DElS The type and amount of maps io publicly 
display depends on the nature of the action, public Issues, and the scope of antlclpated acllons aflecied by the 
decision to be made. NEPA (40 CFR 1500 4) that agenclea should emphasize portions of an EIS that are 
useful to decision makers and the public and reduce emphasis on background material The ID team believes 
that most Inventory map8 fall Into the category of the background material The maps did not need to be 
dlstrlbutedfor public commeni because they were not essential in helping the public ldentfy a reasoned choice 
among the akernatives presented In the DEIS. What was important were the management area allocations by 
alternative and these were provided on maps for public comment Trails and roads can coexlst on the Forest. 
This allowance 1s determined through sksspecific projecl analysis. 

I would like to $88 more pnmnlve roads open to 4-wheel drive use, not necessarily new trails 

it 1s my sincere hope that access to the Qeorge Washington National Forest by four-wheel drive vehicles will be 
malntalned to mavimlze the recreatlonal expermnew available to the public, Including the physically handr 
capped 

Please keep the best 4WD tralls of the George Washington National Forest open so the prime recreational 
opportunities are not lost 

After reviewing the Plan with my limlted knowledge of land use plan wording, I feel that Ilk not all bad but 
definitely need to take 4x4 use more seriously then it does. 

Why are so many 'sullable' OW-routes located outside of MA 11? 

,960,1100,4244,4256 
More primttve roads should be opened for four-wheel drive use. 

I would like to see more areas opened for use by four wheel dike vehicles 

I wish there were more open roads for &wheel drives to use 

I think there needs to be more roads open lo  all &wheel drNe vehicles 

I hope that the primltive roads are not closed to motorized recreaiion 

The need for OW recreation 1s well slated in the Plan The need for an alternative that would meet a reasonable 
demand for this opportunity was improperly overlooked when the suggested alternative was developed 

Please consider keeping primitive roads open for 4-wheel drive use, (even If you limlt the number and size of 
vehicle). 

Open more primitive roads to &wheel drive use, no more areas closed to motorized recreation 

I would like more primltive roads opened for four wheel drive vehicle use I strongly oppose the closing of 
existing primltive roads 

Roads sultable for 4WD vehicle use have been identrfied in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan under the description 
of Management Area 11 This has been done considering the traffic service level of the roed, the maintenance 
level of the road, and open or closed slatus of the road. Deslgnaied 4WD routes are included in the Revised 
Plan map A refinement of the inventory of 4WD opportuniiies may be completed In cooperation with Ranger 
Districts with a Droiect-level determination made as to whether a particular route should be open or closed to 
4WD use 

Alternativa4wouldmavimlzemotorhed aocesstotheforestby including some oithe closed roads inthe Forest 
System Roads inventory An estimated 710 miles of system roads presently closed year-round would be opened 
at least seasonally to the public with consideration given to concurrent management activiiies Persons with 
disabilities and others who desire to use 4WD vehicles for access could use these roads 
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Anernatbe 4 Will be selected by the Regional Forwler to SONE 8(1 the Revised Pian d R 18 identdied 88 the 
anernatwe that maximizes net public benefb. 

Letter 60 I feel that a lot 01 the problems with getllng this uee properly designated. is that OHV and ATV keep getting 
lumped together, which MA#( 1 does. There is a need to handle them n8 two different user groups w/o cutiing 
OHV expansion opportunities. 

Aithough both licensed O W  routes and unlicensed OW trail syaems are Included in Management Area 11, 
they ahare the same route only in a few, specMc cases such as Peters Mill Run. 

Letter 93 

Response 

I also appreciate the accommodations you have proposed for those of us who use off-highway vehicles 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Letter 83 

Response 

I also think that Management Area nine Is vague with the use of the words, 'can' and 'may' I am afraid that this 
iS a Sa-Up t0 d0SE the- WE- I O  4x4 Use. 

The Intent of Management Area 9 language is to give Forest managers the flexibility to open or close roads as 
circumstances dictate Which roads to open or close or how many roads to open or olose are not decisions that 
are made at the forest pian level Those declslons are site-specific and are made at the projeci level. 

Letter 138 

Response 

As an off road motorcycle enthusiast of many years. I feel that the draw plan is far too restrictive providing too 
IMIe area for potential ORV trail development. 

Executive Order 11644 as modlfied by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OHV use as legltimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed 80 as to protect the natural resources of these lands The ID team recognizes 
off road motorcycle use as part of this Any licensed motorcycles will be allowed on open Forest Development 
Roads and will be allowed on trails developed for motorized use In Management Area 11 wlth S ~ E C ~ I C  

Supewisor's Orders permdtlng use by unlicensed vehicles 

Letter 181 

Response 

Provide OHV trail heads near established public campgrounds and private businesses 

OHV trail heads may be developad on a slte specMc basis atter analysis as to need and impacts on various 
resources. 

Letter 892 

Letter 892 

Letter 892 

Latter 892 

Response 

I want to state my categorical opposltion to the opening of any ofthe following roads on the GWNFto ORV USE 

#399 Jerkemtight Rd. - This accesses Southern Shenandoah Mountain near Wallace Peak A stream, the 
Jerkemtight Run, flows parallel to this road The Shenandoah Mountain ridge here Is a fragile meadow of the 
xeric oak-chestnut type which would be rapidly churned up by destructive ORV use Also, the Jerkemtight Run 
is one of the very few viable water sources for those hiking the Shenandoah Mountain Trail in this area 

#85, #85A Flagpole ~ This is a magndicent high meadow environment which would be rapidly destroyed by 
ORV use As far as I em concerned FDR 85 and 95 should be permanently closed for habitat recovery and to 
maintain blodiverslty 

#53S Hone Quarry Ridge - Again, this ridge accesses Shenandoah Mountain and provides a link between the 
Hone Quarry area and the main Shenandoah Mountain Ridge just north of Reddish Knob. 

Table 3.5 of the Revised Pian lists the Featured OHV routes in Management Area 11 1 FDR #85, #399, and 
#539 are not Included in this list FDR #=A is an open system road 
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Letter 971 

Response 

I do not want to see expanded .+wheel drive use 

Licensed +wheel drive vehicles may use open roads in the Forest 

Letter 989 

Response 

The preferred akernailve seis up the framework for a slgndlcant loss of 4WD off-highway opportunlty in a 
deceptive manner 

The ID Team has carefully considered the possible +wheel drive routes that are consistent wlth the over-all 
theme of Alternative EA Known routes are displayed on a map that accompanies the Revised Plan. 

The question of motorized recreation supply and demand has been revislted in preparing the FEIS. An 
improved discussion on the supply and demand for OftHighway Vehicles (OWs) is included in Chapter 3 of 
the FEIS under 'Dispersed Recreation' 

Letter 4241 

Response 

The following is a list of ten pernicious exotic plant introductions found along OHVIORV tracks Damage to the 
forest is unknown, however, lt is clear that these planis effectively destroy large amounts of native species 
Arthraxon hispidus, Polygonum perloliatum, Myosoton aquaticum, Celastrus orbiculatus (Oriental Binersrreet), 
Lonicera japonica (Japanese Honeysuckle), Spireaea japonica (Japanese Spiraea), Perilla frutescens 
(Beefsteak-mint): Microsteglum vimineum. Ailanthus aiiissima (Tres-of-Heaven), Alliaria petiolata (Garlic Mus- 
tard) 

These species were not necessarily brought in by OHVlORVvehioles Many species of planis produce seed that 
can remain dormant In the seed bank for many years before germinating. and may originally have found their 
way into the forest in many drfferent ways The Forest Selvice is aware of invasive exotic species and the 
problems caused when they become established The Forest Is working wlth the state Natural Heritage Pro- 
grams and the Virginia Native Plant Society to try to cope with the problems of exotic planis invading native 
ecosystems 

Letter 181 

ReSDOnSe 

Provide seasonal OW use of areas designated for habitat management 

The Forest Transportation System includes 440 miles of system roads that are opened seasonally 

Letter 181 

Response 

Recognize that visual impact areas can be used for OHV use without degradation of the scenic vistas provided 
to the public The forest cover is sufficiently dense 

The commenter has made a general statement which may or may not hold true depending upon the speclfic 
application There are a wide variety of management activities which may occur within visually sensltive areas 
The acttvilies are carefully planned so that they remain subordinate to the characteristic landscape, thereby 
maintaining a natural or near natural appearance Project level analyses may indicate that the landforms and 
vegetation are not oonduclve to adequate screening or absorption of the management activlty 

Leiter 1430 

Response 

Letter 1869 

Letter 3543 

Response 

I am aware you are considering opening up various areas for OW'S and motorcycles I feel this is a destructive 
idea 

Licensed OHV's and motorcycles will be allowed to use open Forest Sewice roads just as any other licensed 
vehicle might Unlicensed vehicles, including ANs,  will be restricted to specifically designated trails in Man- 
agement Area 11 Wlth these restrictions, there will be negligible impacts to the natural resources of the Forest 

I am opposed to a high level of motorized recreation 

Provide no expansion of OHVIAW use 

Motorized recreation is but one of the resource areas that the Regional Forester will consider in selecting the 
alternative to as the Revised Plan 
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Letter 2543 WVOHVA is adamantly opposed to Anernalive 8 Anernalive 8 1s extremely deficient in the amount of oppoltunl- 
ties availableto motorized recreation, allocating onw 17,000 acres as available forthat use The small areas will 
concentrate the use, increasing the potential for resource damage basad on excessively intenswe use along 
Such a sltuation will tend to foster immoderate trail denslties. If a quallty recreational experience lsnP provided 
to any public. the resun is often inappropriate use that causes user conflicts and/or resource damage 

Roads sultablefor 4WDvehicle use have been identified In Chapter 3 ofthe Revised Plan under the description 
of Management Area 11 Thls has been done considering the traffic service level of the road, the maintenance 
level of the road, and open or closed status of the road Designated 4WD routes ere included in the Revised 
Plan map A refinement of the inventory of 4WD opportunities may be completed in cooperation wkh Ranger 
Didrlcts wHh a project-level determination made as to whether a particular route should be open or closed to 
4WD use 

Alternative 4 would maximize motorized accesstothe Forest by including some ofthe closed roads in the Forest 
System Roads inventoly An eslimated 710 miles of system roads presently closed year-round would be opened 
at least seasonally to the public wlth consideration given to concurrent management activities Persons with 
disabiilties and others who desire to use 4WD vehicles for access could use these roads 

Alternative 4 will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve as the Revised Plan if It is identdied as the 
alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Response 

Letters 3537, 4241 
A clear distinction must be made between licensed and unlicensed OHVIORVs throughout the revised plan and 
the DEE The current language used 'OHV' In both instances, sometimes adding 'IATV to distinguish the trail 
systems from the road system However, this terminology is confusing One word should be used for licensed 
vehicles and a separate word to represent unlicensed vehicles (perhaps OHV and ORV respeotively) A N  is 
commonly associated specdicaily wlth 'three-wheelers. and therefore should not be u8ed. 

The following definitions are now in the Glossary Response 

all-lerraln vehlcle (AW) - a type of off-highway vehicle (OHV). R includes vehicles 50 inches or less 
in width that have a dty weight of Mx) pounds or less, that travel on three or more low-pressure tires 
and have a seat designed to be straddled by the operator. Because all-terrain vehicles cannot be 
licensed or registered under state vehicle laws, they are not allowed on Forest Development Roads 
unless a road is specifically designated by Supervisor's Order for OHV use that includes ATVs. 

off-hlghwayvehlcle (OHV) - broad categoty of motorued vehicles capable of off-highway travel Thls 
broad categoly includes ANs, motorcycles, trailbikes, and four-wheel drive vehicles ANs  and most 
irailbikes are not licensed under state motor vehicle laws Licensed OHVs are allowed on any Forest 
Development Road that is open for public travel provided the vehicle and the operator are In compli- 
ance wlth motor vehicle laws of the state. This definition encommsses and redaces the term off-road 
vehicle (ORV) 

off-road vehicle (ORV) - the term off-road vehicle is encompassed by and replaced by the term 
off-highway vehicle (OHV). 

Letter 1883 

Lener 1883 

We] request that you keep parts of the George Washington National Forest open for 4-wheel drive use 

The quality of life for [+wheel drive users] will be negatively Impacted in a very big way If you simply shut them 
out 

Provide more off-mad vehicle (ORV) and motorcycle reoreation areas 

i oppose ihe enlargement of area for use by off-highway vehicles. Such vehicular use contributes to a serious 
erosion problem 

Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11988 recognizes OHV use as legitimate on federal 
lands lo  be controlled and directed so as l o  protect the natural resources of the land 

Letter 2032 

Letier 2735 

Response 
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Licensed off-highway vehlcles are permltted to use any open Forest road. Certain roads have been determined 
to be aukable for use by highclearance vehlcles only and are IdentMed on a special features map These roads 
should provide a more satlsfactory recreation experience than driving on a road that Is sultablefor sedan vas, 
Additionally. motorcycles may use A N  trails designated In Management Area 11 By llmlting vehlcles to roads 
end trails specifically designed for them, Impacts on natural rewurces are negllglble 

Letter 2476 

Letter 3479 

Response 

I strongly oppose any changes that would bring OW'S close to the Appalachlan Trail. 

Keep areas for use by off-road vehicles as far away from the Appalachian Trail as possible so they wonY wreck. 

The Appalechlnn Trall Is In Management Area 6 This Management Area 1s the same in ell alternatives with the 
exception of lands recommended for wilderness fdudy area designation A remote non-motorized experience 
Is provided Standards were developed in cooperation with the Appalachian Trail Conference, other Southern 
Appalachian National Forests. end the Forest Service Southern Regional Cifice This provides protection to 
maintain the non-motorized experience of the trail for foot traflic only. 

Latter2615 

Letter 2615 

ResDonse 

AddNonal ORV road construction will not beneflt the Forest in any manner It will increase Poaching, Imerl 
dumping. and sidetrail destruction. With today's Iimlted/deciinlng budgets. I doubt the Forest Service can meet 
the additional burden these roads create 

Additional ORV roads must be extremely curtailed. 

The preferred aiternative docs not propose OHV road construclnon Licensed OHVvohicles may use any open 
Forest Road as can any licensed vehicle Certain of these exisling roads have been ldentdied on a special 
features map as sultable for high cleerancel4WDvehicles only. Cross country travel is prohibrted. Poaching and 
lmering are law enforcement problems more appropriately handled outside of the land management planning 
process 

Letter 2626 

Response 

As e mode of transportation for hunters end fisherman, OHV's should not betolerated, they should be prohibited 
by law. 

H a road is en open public road and the OHV is licensed by the state, It is permitted like any other licensed 
vehicles that hunters and anglers might use Cross countiy travel by ell vehicles is prohibited in the preferred 
alternative Proposing a law to prohibit OHVs is outside ofthe scope of the lend management planning process. 

btter 2628 

Response 

In order to qualdy for designation as an OW route. segments of roads should have sufficient length or be 
Interconnected in such a way that users have a meaningful experience Short segments should be dropped from 
designatton because of the risk that users will be tempted to use illegal routes to complete their riding 
experience in the Forest 

Certain existing Forest roads that ere suitable only for high clearancel4WD vehicles have been Identified on a 
special features map Thera are no shorl segments indicated There are segments of roads that are sultable for 
sedan travel that have been Included in order to interconnect OHV routes to provide a route of desirable length 

Letter 262.9 

Response 

Letter 2657 

Response 

Asfar as the Battimore4Wheelers ere wncerned, oneofthefinestdnving experiencesanywherewould bs right 
in the GWNF 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Motorized OHVs ere noisy and even mountain bicycles are a hazard since the bikers barrel along without even 
a warning end their tires cause serious erosion 

Motorized OHVs (large 4WD trucks, ANs ,  motorcycles) are not mixed with non-motorized traffic Licensed 
vehicles may travel any open Forest Roads Unlicensed vehtcles such as A N s  are restricted to trails that are 
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specifically designed for them and designated by Forest Supervisor's Order Specdic noise llmn crkeria ere 
conialned In the Supervlsor's Orders for ATV trells. 

Nationwide, the Forest Service 18 commhed to the sharathetrail concept for non-motorlzod use Generally, 
though not always. this works well, but rt Is realized that there may be some contlicb The Forest has exmri. 
enced excellent relaUonshlpa wkh Individuals and organizallons Interested In mountain bicycles. 

Letter 2665 

Response 

The demandforwlldernesa opportunltlesferoutwelghsthe demand for off-road motorized opportunnles. Yet the 
increase In off-road opportunltlesfar out-dlstance Increases in wilderness opportunltles This contlnued empha- 
e18 on this destructlve 'decreetion' is outrageous. Adddonel opponunnlee should not be explored (Plan, 2.9, 
2-10), 

Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OW use 8s a legnlmate use of 
federal lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands The GWNF will 
control such use 80 88 to protect the natural resources This motorized outdoor recreation Is fully e part of 
mukiple use management very much as is wliderneea. logging, watershed proteotion, and grazing. The Revised 
Pian seeks to balance the uses so as lo maximize net public bsneflts. wHh the realization that not all aotlvkles 
can or will occur on the same piece of land. There is a demand for both wilderness and OHV use that the Forest 
can meet 

Lener 2677 

Response 

The use of large forest areas by off-highway vehlcleawould lead to total elimlnatlon of these lands for primnlve 
recreation We cannot permn this 

Motonzed recreation use is not compatible with primitive recreation Management Areas 6, 8, 9, and 21 
specifically emphasize remote, non-motorized recreation. Although some motorized recreation 1s permmed In 
Management Areas 6. 9, and 11, unlicensed motorized recreation is appropriate In Management Area 11 
Relatively, there Is e far greater amount of land allocated for non-motorized use than for motorized use. The 
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 19M) recognizes that not every use can occur on every piece of land 

Letter 2823 

Response 

We recognize OHV and A N  as a legltimate form of desirable dispersed recreation for many citizens. However, 
such areas should only be developed end malntalned by such user groups under the guidance and approval 
of the Forest Service All OHV and A N  primitive roads and trails should be closed during the spring breeding 
and nesting period for ell ground nesting birds. This use must only be permmed on Forest Service designated 
routes. 

The Forest has developed relatlons with organizations and Individuals that ere interested in motorized recre. 
ation A N  trails, specifically designated by Forest Supervisor's Orders, ere 'adopted by these folks for 
maintenance and construction AWs are allowed in Management Area 11 only Other Management Areas call 
for closure during the spring breeding and nesting season 

Letter 2911 

ResDonse 

ORV use in the forest has avery negatwe impact it interferes wllh the natural state of wildlrfe and, also, increases 
the danger of fires in certain areas 

Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognize ORV use as a legitimate use of federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands. ORV use is an 
appropriate use of National Forest Use will be managed so as to minimize negative impacts to wildllfe There 
is no evidence of increased incidence of fires on this Forest 

Letter 3485 

Response 

Keep the wilderness areas in the George Washington National Forest The opening of the forest for off-highway 
vehicleswould ruin the character and value of the land for hikers and primitive camping and encourage trouble 
I support Alternative 8 

Existing wilderness areas are preserved in ell alternatives Management Areas 68.9, and 21 in the Revised Plan 
specifically emphasize remote, non-motorized recreation Additionally. several other Management Areas offer 
similar opportunities l o  the extent that they are compatible with the emphasis of the individual manawment 
areas. 
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Letters 3537, 4241 

Response 

The Plan lists several standards which are used to determine adequate OHV/ORV sltes (2-76 through 281) 
These standards look good on paper but there is no evidence that such standards were followed In the 
proposed sites Standards of particular curiosiiy are x's 376 and 377 How much research goes into minimizing 
OHV/OFiV effects on the land? How is public safeiy promoted9These questions should be addressed Standard 
388 states that OHV vehicle use, Its effects, and enforcement of restrictions and closures are closely monitored 
and evaluated Evalustions and measures used for monlioring OHV/ORV use should be Included in ihe EIS 

Standards are included for manageme& of the areas. Qualdied professionalrsoil scientists. hydrologists, 
biologists, botanists, archaeologists, etc -will monitor the status of resources based on montoring standards 
included in the FElS If unacceptable damage occurs the route or tra~l will be closed permaneniiy or unul the 
situation is corrected 

State and looal law enforcement agencies do have jurisdiction on National Forest lands These agencies along 
with Forest Service law enforcement officers are charged with law enforcement in the areas 

Letters 3537, 4241 

Response 

Letter 3537.4241 

Response 

Letter 3537, 4241 

FasDonse 

The Plan states (2-81) that illegal OHV/ORV use is not prevalent and that both law enforcement and peer 
pressure are effective methods of control A full report of illegal citings should be included in the EIS before the 
Final Plan is released 

li is inappropriate to include law enforcement citations in the FEE 

The Pian states (2-9) that the desired future condition of motorized recreation is to continue to meet public 
demand This language should be changed to fully recognize the desired future condition which Is to meet 
public demand withoui increasing user conflict (motorized vs non-motormd) and minimize environmental 
damages This new language would be consistent with Executive Order 11644 

Standards for Management Area 11 incorporate the meaning of Executive Order 11644 as amended by 
Executive Order 11 989 

A separate section should be reserved in the annual reports for the OHWORV issue The two existing trail 
systems should be the focus of these reports. A provision should be included which allows this Issue to remain 
open on an annual or biannual cycle so user conflicts may be addressed and closely monitored 

If appropriate at the tme that such an annual report IS prepared. the OHV/ORV is8ue may be discussed. 
Standards Incorporated In Management Area 11 address user conflicts and wlll remain in effect until removed 
by a plan revision 

Letter 3537 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Enforcement should be an integral part of the plan's budget 

Enforcement should be an Integral part of the pian's budget Preventative measures such as licensed permits 
to use OHV/ORVs on the forest should be Considered 

Law enforcement is an Integral pan of the budget process 

Letters 3537, 4241 
The Plan states (2-81) that impacts from OHWORV use are confined to the immediate trail environment R is 
evident that ihe noise factor is not being considered nor is It being identified as a significant impact bothto the 
environment and to other users The noise factor should be addressed and any language suggesting that 
impacts are confined to m y  immediate area should be removed 
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Response lmpaots on the natural resources, excepting noise, are confined to the trall Vehicle noise levels are restricted 
by Iimnatlons In the Foreat Supervlsor's Orders that designate trails. If noise becomes unacceptable then the 
route will be closed until the skuation is corrected 

Letter 3603 

Response 

If OHVs are allowed. put them on (he side of the mountains away from view 01 the Appalachian Trail. 

The Appalachian Trail 1s managed for remote, non-motorized recreation Any sltings of OHV's will be outside 
of the foreground viewshed of the AT 

Letter 3605 

Letter 3709 

Response 

The realization that the ORV groups want more space In which to ride does not warrant destroying more of the 
forest. 

New roads are destructive tothe natural selection process as are ANtrails, which should be kept to a minimum 

Executlve Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OW use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of the lands. Natural resources of the 
Forest will not be destroyed 

Letter 3614 

Letter 3614 

Response 

What were the results of the analysis pursuantto 36 CFR 295 2(a) by which the GWNF was required to analyze 
the specified objective impads of ORV use in each management area under the Drafl Plan? 

What methodology was used by the GWNF to classify each management area under each ARernative Drafl Plan 
to authorize, restrict or prohiblt OUV use pursuant to the requirements of 36 CFR 21 9 21 (g) and what were the 
results of this analysis? 

The analysis pursuantto36CFR219.21 (g) and36CFR295 2(a) 1s oonlained inlhe process paperlncorporabon 
of the NFMA Requirements for OW-Road Vehicle Use into the Revision of the Land and Resource Management 
Plan for the George Washington National Forest This process paper is on file in the planning records in the 
Forest Supervisor's Mfice 

Letter 3614 

Letter 3614 

Letter 3614 

Letter 4241 

Letter 4256 

Response 

Under the Preferred Aiternative Plan 8, OUV recreational use is severely restricted in a very subjective manner 
The objective and legally appropriate process would be to properly designate all management areas as open, 
restricted or prohibtled to ORV use pursuant to the above referenced legal authority Afler the Plan's implemen- 
tation, the Forest Sewice, ORV users and other interested parties can address the development of specific ORV 
recreational trails on a s1te specific basis pursuant to the provisions of 36 CFR 295 2(b) and FSM 2355 14 

Regarding the Drafl Plan, 1 By what methodology has the GWNF determined the demand for ORV recreational 
opportundies pursuant to Section 2355.03 (policy) of the Forest Service Manual (hereinafter 'FSM) and what 
were the resuRs of this analysis? 

What coordination activkie~ have been, or will be, implemented by the GWNF pursuant to FSM 2355 15 to 
coordinate OUV use wlth both governmental and ORV interest group organizations? 

Tables 3-20 and 321 in the EIS display the demand and supply which justify the building of the three new 
OHV/ORV complexes H has been explained by the Forest I D  Team Leader, Ron Llndenboom. that the 
samf-primitive motorized recreation demand figures in table 3-20 are actually 'expeoted' demand If the new 
complexes were available These figures are misleading and have little substance Therefore they should be 
removed from the EIS unless an actual current demand can be calculated 

Why do planners refuse to acknowledge the demand and need of four-wheeling? 

The Forest Sewice Manual 2355 03 providesfor motorized recreation opportunities when, among other condi- 
tions, there is a demonstrated demand 

The demand estimates In Table 3-2il of the DElS were developed under a procedure described in detail in the 
process paper Dispersed Recreabon Demand Analysis dated May 17, 1989 This information essentially 
compared the demand for recreation opportunities in different settings (ROS classes) with the capacity of the 
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land to provide those Mlngs  This estimate is a recreation-visitor day per acre comparison that does not take 
into account the infragtructure needed to support A N  opportunliles. 

Since the draft environmental Impact statement was issued. the Forest has received numerous letters, calls and 
vlsds from interested parties indicating that there is an unmet demand for both licensed and unlicensed OW 
opportunities In response to this concern, the Forest evaluated the estimated demand for both licensed and 
unlicensed off-highway vehicle recreational use from the current Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plans (SCORP) for Virginia and West Virginia The details ofthis evaluation are discussed in Appendix B Table 
33 displays the estimated demsnd In miles for four wheel and motorcycle off-road use for the Forest 

The FElS uses the Comparison of the estimated miles of roads or trails available for licensed and unlicensed 
OHVs wHh the anticipated demand for these roads or trails 88 the best Indication of an unmet demand for 
licensed or unlicensed O W  opportunities Table 34 displays the resutt of this comparison for each of the 
abrnatives. 

Letler 3614 

Response 

Letter 3523 

Letter 3623 

Letter 3675 

RBSDOflSB 

I express concern that the GWNF has not properly interpreted and applied the referenced legal provisions and 
in particular the requirements of36 CFR219 21 (g) and 295 2(a). Clearly, these provisions requirethat the QWNF 
authorize, restrict or prohibit the potential for establishment of ORV recreational opportunihes In each manage- 
ment area based on the objective criteria of 36 CFR 295 2(a) and FSM 2355 14. The subsequent designation 
of specific ORVtraiis Is guided by the provisions of 36 CFR 295 2(b) and FSM 2355 14 in a site specific process 
Yet. the different aiternativa plans have radically varying ORV use designations for each management area 
which suggest a subjective judgment as opposed to the objective analysis required per the above clted legal 
authoriiy 

The cited references have been interpreted correctly 

I disagree with the decision about ORV use In the 10 year pian. 

The drafi plan is overly restrictive regarding primitive roads shared by four wheel drwe, ORV, AN, and trail 
bikes I feel there should be an increase of these roads 

I would like to see strict rules for off road vehicles I have seen them do much damage plus disturbing nature 

Standards applied to off-road-vehicles are to ensure natural resourses are protected. 

LeiIer 3883 

Response 

Motorized vehicles emd carbon dioxide and other pollutants and intrude on the silence and small sounds of the 
forest. The use of motorized vehicles off the established forest roads should be discouraged. 

Motorized vehicles emit noise and pollutants These must be considered in the known demand for motorized 
recreation Licensed motorized vehicles are restricted to open roads. Unlicensed vehicles are restricted to trails 
that are specifically designeted by Forest Supervisor's Order for uniicensad vehicle u s .  

Letter 3883 

Response 

No vahioles of any kind should be allowed on foot trails except for designated specially hardened trail segments 
in cases where a trail relocation is not feasible. 

The conflicts between mdoraed and non-mdorned uses are known and such uses are separate in the Revised 
Plan 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Provide for approximately 50% of the demand for OHV and A N  users as long as they assist in construction and 
maintenance. This can be worked in conjunction with the location of 'D' level roads for the timber program to 
provide loops Some of these routes can be closed during turkey nesting season In addition, some can be 
designated for use by handicapped hunters (under special regulations) during hunting season 

Certain roads have been identdied as suitable for high clearance vehicles that will offer the experience desired 
by ticansad vehicle users Additionally. licensd vehicles may use any other open road, many of which are 
opened and closed seasonally based on wiidlde management direction applicable to specdic management 
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areas. 160 6 mlles of 'Featured OW Routes' are included in Table 3-5 of the Revised Plan Appendix J of the 
Rwlsed Plan a180 includes an addRlonal63.4 mlles of roads suitable for licensed OHV use Several dlstrlcts 
have or will have provisions for pemns wnh dlsabilnies to WB specific roads. 

Letter 3962 EIS I am Interpreting Table 3.1 to mean that of the 1050 road mlles open year round and seasonally. 877 mlles 
are maintained so that a late model car can easliy traveme them. Am I correct? 

01 the 1760 miles of Forest Development Roads, 630 are maintained such that a car can traverse them. 

The roads (Table MI EiS) you IlsI as suitable for OW use: We Interpret this to mean that these ere the only D 
level roads open to OW use and that all other trails and D roads are closed to OHV use 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response Licensed vehicles may use any open Forest Road regardlees of its class. Celtaln of these are suitable for high 
clearance vehicles only and are Identified on a special feature8 map. if the road 1s closed, It can not legally be 
used. Only trails specifically designated by Forest Supervisor's Orders may be used by unlicensed vehicles. 

The roads that go Into any of the 26 roadless areas should not be wnsidered available for OHV use 

Of the lands In the 27 areas evaluated In the FEIS, 89% is unavailable for development in the Revised Forest 
Pian. 

Latter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3969 I support substantial isolation of ORV managed arees from wilderness areas, and especially from the specific 
facility of the Appalachian Trail. 

Wildernesses and the Appalachian Trail are managed for remote, non-motorized uses Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3.1617. The environmental impacts of OHV and A N  use are not even discussed. full disclosure of the 
effects on biodivershy and esthetics (noise pollution, etc) is necessaty in the EIS. 

In the FEIS impacts of aclivities are analyzed cumulatively, not activity by activity. Thus impacts of OW and A N  
use are reflected In effects discussed In Chapter 3. For example, wildlife values are lower in alternatives with 
high OHV and A N  use. 

Response 

Letter 3984 Building trails specifically for their use begs the question of what the forest plans to do when the next 
technological innovation comes along that demands more of the land still? Popular Mechanics, article 'Drwe the 
Aircar Red-Hot Hovercraft Skims Over Anything at50 mph Descrlbesthe personal spoRs machine ofthe future, 
which is in production already. These machines are coming to your forest soon, and the Drecedent of accommo. 
dation that you are setting with your treatment of OHV 'needs' will 111 serve you 

When hovercraft become an Issue, they will be discussed. Response 

Letter 4035 Mgi Area prescrips fail to adequately provide for motorized rec. - MAS 1,4 and 14 allow OHV use on roads only, 
which l lma use to +wheel drive vehicles and dual purpose motorcycles MAS 6,7,8 are totally closed and 
9,10,13,15,16 are likely closed - MA11 allows motorized reo As conceived in the Draft Plan, ltfails to provide 
adequate dispersion, and concentrates use in 'complexes'. -The objectives of loop travel are to provide variety 
of experience and disperse use. The tone of the Pian description implies bias and the designation of sacrlfice 
areas. The many qualifiers regarding designation may resuli in few on-thsground trails in spite of the objectives 
of the MA.. There is little recognition ofthe impacts of other kinds of reo in this section and throughout the FElS 
and Draft Plan. There Is imle attempt to promote cooperation among motorized and non-motorized groups. 
There is liiile attempt to reconcile other resource activities (like timber hawesting) with motorized rec. - MA17 
also allows motorized rec, wlth more emphasis on road-based as opposedto O M  use The prescription should, 
but fails to provide for the compatibiidy of timber harvest aciivities wlth trail-based reo. Harvesis can be 
designed to avoid existing trails, and newtrails can be integrated into harvest plans -The statement, 'Costs for 
wildlife habtiai improvements, reo needs, or a special case for the visual resource should ordinarily be paid for 
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Response 

by their respective areas' Ignores availability of W funds to integrate harvest activities withe Improve? of other 
facildies. 

Execuhve Order 11644 as amended by Executwe Order 11989 recognizes OHV use as legnimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed SO as to protect the natural resources of these lands it is recognized that 
motorized recreation Is fully a part of outdoor recreation under the Muitiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 19SO 
(MUSYA) The Revised Forest Plan has been formulated so as to maximize net public benefits, with motorized 
recreation considered in the balance of resources The MUSYA does say that not all uses must occur on every 
acre of the Forest 

Not ell Management Areas can philosophically accept motorized recreation For instance, Management Areas 
6, 8, 9. and 21 are specrfically managed for remote, non-motorized recreation Other management areas are 
likewise managed wlth aspecdic emphasis which precludes O W  usa In the Revised Plan, OHV use is allowed 
in Management Areas 7, 11, and 17, wrth 11 having specdic emphasis on motorized recreation 

In the Revised Plan, licensed O m s  may travel any open road Certain of ihese roads in Management Area 11 
have been identrfled a sunable for high clearance vehicles only and have been indicated on a special features 
map These roads are likely to provide the experience that 1s desired In motorized recreation Some higher 
standard roads are included In this mapping so loops are formed 

Unlicensed vehicles such as ATV's are restncted to trails specnically designed and constructed for A N  use and 
are designated as open for use by Forest Supervisor's Orders These are the complexes referred to In the 
comment and are contained In Management Area 11 They are under no terms to be considered 'sacrrfice' 
areas If unacceptable resource damage occurs the route will be closed permanently or until the situation is 
corrected 

Cross country travel IS forbidden for any type of motorized vehicle, large or small, licensed or unlicensed 

Experience has demonstrated that motorized and non-motorized uses do not mix on trails The Forest has 
axcellent relationships on the Ranger District level in working with individuals and organized groups from both 
areas To the extent possible, the planning process has anempted to get the two groups together and, allthings 
considered, this has been successful Nevertheless, R is realized that there are conflicts 

Management Area 17 does allow for consideration of OHV use To the extent that natural resources are 
protected, timber harvesting and motorized recreation will be considered together Likewise, Management Area 
11 allows for some timber management rf necessary 

At the project level, KV funding is integrated into harvest activities with the improvement of other facilnies tothe 
extent possible and appropriate for the project 

Letter 4035 

Response 

All Aits fall to plan for the full spectrum of motorized reo or motorized dispersed rec. Issue No 4 of the DEIS 
discusses A N  use but fails to mention licensed 4wheel drive use, off-road motorcycles, dual purpose motorcy- 
cles, or other types of wheeled ORVs which share similar concerns wth ATVs -Motorized re& is best managed 
as dispersed The figures demonstrate a DECREASE in SPM from current Inventory for ten out of 14 ans, 
including inexplicably An 4 which purportedly favors motorized rec This clearly demonstrates the failure to plan 
for dispersed motorized rec in most alts . AR. 12 actually allocates more resources to SPM use and shows an 
increase in available acres In Fig 2-41 and Table 33 That An 4 allocates most OHV use to roads demonstrates 
a misunderstanding of the needs and diversity of motorized rec 

The alternatives have been developed. each with a particular theme and emphasis Motorized recreation is not 
compatible with the emphasis of all alternatives Therefore, It is not appropriate to plan a full spectrum of 
motorized recreation in every alternahve 

Licensed OHV use (meaning to include ell licensed vehicles, 4WD. motorcycles. dual purpose, etc) is discussed 
under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS' in chapter 2 of the Revised Plan AN'S are discussed under 'ISSUE 4 - 
ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE USE' Issue numbers are categorizations and are irrelevant to the discussion 

Motorized recreation is considered as dispersed recreation, a legitimate form of outdoor recreation as recog 
nized by the Muniple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 
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The acreage Indicated for seml-primitlve motorized ROS by alternatives reflecb the resource emphasis of the 
alternatives and the affeds that thls has on the ROS cla6srlkatlon This Is not meant to reflect the amount of 
motorized recreation opportunnlesthat are available In facf there are likely to be far more Interesting motorized 
recreation opportunihes in the roaded natural categow k must be realized that the classificairon lakes into 
account many considerations other than roads 

LeUer 4235 

ResDonse 

I am writing to express my SUPPORT FOR Off-Highway Vehicle (Ow clubs and their use of both Federal and 
Sate lands for recreational uses I have friends who are very adiie in these clubs and their Tread Lightly 
Program' The club dug drainage, planted grass, and policed trash. I SUPPORTthls exchange of services and 
believe more trails and should be made available to them as long as this exchange exists 

The Forest has excellent relationships with organized clubs and Individuals In designing. constructing and 
maintaining motorized recreation tralls. This 1s a must for continued management of such opponunities 

LeUer 4241 

Response 

There should be no new roads on the Forest. Roads that allow licensed OHV use should be reviewed and 
restricted where Illegal off-road use is prevalent This analysis should also be Included In the EIS 

The FElS contains a description of the various alternatives which contain differing amounts of road construction 
designed to achieve the desired future condition for each alternative Only Alternative 3 would involve no road 
construction Other Alternatives call for no new system road construction andlor foster a more aggressive policy 
towards closing, and where appropriate, removing roads from the transportation system. Licensed OHV's may 
travel any open road Illegal use, such astraveling on a closed road or traveling cross country, will be addressed 
by District law enforcement personnel 

LeUer 4241 

Response 

In the Effectiveness Monitoring summary on pp 414 through 4-17 there are two references made to OHVIORV 
use. The Plan uses applicable traffic laws as a standard for monitoring illegal OHV/ORV use. This seems to be 
an inadequate methodology, especially when trying to monl(or unlicensed ORV users The second reference 
deals with monitoring soil impacts of OHVIORV use. More standards are needed to analyze the adverse effecis 
of OHV use Wildllfe fragmentation due to the noise caused by OHVIORV use should be monitored User 
conflicts should be monitored 

The presentation of the monltoring program has been reformated for the Revised Plan Still, this Is meant as a 
summary and not a detailed explanation of methodology This Is to be developed by resource specialists on a 
project level basis Indeed, traffic laws are not applicable to unlicensed vehicles, but they are applicable to 
licensed vehlcles which are permmed on open forest roads The Forest Supervisor's Orders which designate 
trails for unlicensed vehicles wniain appropriate restrictions and limitations 

LeUer 989 

Response 

Immediately analyze the demand for 4WD opponunities and plan for an increase over five years to provide 
opponunlties adequate to meet the above identified demand uniformly over all districts 

ii is anticipated that demand for 4WD opponunitles will become evident through organizations and individuals 
volunteering to work wnh Ranger Districts in the Identification and upkeep of 4WD routes It is not expected that 
this demand will be distributed throughout the Forest uniformly among the Ranger Districts 

Letter 989 

Response 

The plan contains no framework forthe classification of a primitive road or an accurate Inventory of the existing 
primitive roads on the forest The classtication of '4WD way' is a meaningless and unused category, and only 
Is included to obscure the Issues. Modify the TSL D category to include all high clearance primitive roads which 
will be managed open unless posted closed Plan for a slow careful inventory of primitive roads over five years 
to be done in parhership with user groups Use the definition of a roads as any travelway over 50' nominal width 
to classify a primitive road and correct all maps to read this Many primitive roads are incorrectly labeled hiking 
trails Publish a map and guide to these after the completion of the inventory 

An accurate inventoly of roads suitable for4WD use has been made forthe Revised Forest Pian. The '4WD way' 
designation has been dropped Modifying the TSL D classification would be in error since several such roads 
are, in fact, beuerthan primitive and are suitable for sedan travel Most of the old woods roads or primitive roads 
to which the commeni refers were not constructed io consider protection of the natural resources in the area. 
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Forthls reason,theyarenotlncludedontheForestroadsystemand havetmenclosedtopublic use They make 
great hiking trails, but are not good for motorized vehicles The Revised Forest Plan will have a map with roads 
sukable for 4WD use ideniifled. 

FOREST ACCESS Access tor DlDabled People 

Letter 80 

Letter 1456 

Letter 2235 

Letter 2590 

Letter 5927 

Response 

I recognbe the need for muni-purpose recreation and I was glad to sea that your plan included access for 
disabled hunters and anglers. 

I support An. 8, except lt goes agalnsttradilional uses In this erea n reduces access for handicapped persons 
and I happen to be one of the handlcepped that use the NF as much as possible 

I find myself disabled alter a work Injury. I cannot walk l o  places where I like to hunt anymore. Please help with 
Pian X12. 

Maximize forest accesa for persons wlth disabilies,. 

The National Forests need to be made more accesslble for our handicapped and elderly persons 

Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan discusses access for persons with disabilities under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST 
ACCESS.' Most Ranger Districts have a program to provide hunting access to physically disabled hunters 

Letter 3789 

ResDonse 

Trusting I will be able to let my A N  carry my aged bones into the forest hills during hunting season 

ATV's may be used on routes spectficaily designated as open forthelr use by Forest Supervisor's Orders Cross 
country use of AN'S is prohibited Othemise, licensed 4WDvehicles may use any open Forest road Spectfic 
project level decisions will be made regarding hunting access for persons wlth disabilities 

Lefter €13 

Response 

Letter 2235 

Response 

I am extremely happy that you made accommodations for the handicapped in wilderness areas as well as in 
more conventional and modern oamping areas 

Other than ellowing wheelchairs, there are no specrflo modifications, trails or facilities for persons with disabili- 
ties in wildernesses All developed recreation areas will be made fully accessible for persons with disabilities 

I find myself disabled after a work injury I cannot walk to places where I like to hunt anymore. Please help wnh 
Plan #12. 

With over e million acres In Virginia and West Virginia, the Forest offers an abundance of hunting, fishing, 
camping, and other dispersed recreation opportunlties Much of the Forest is readily accessible by open road 
l o  persons preferring to use4WD vehicles Seasonally. many roads are closed to prctect soil, water, wildltfa, and 
the road investment of the existing 1760 miles of Forest Development Roads (FDR), 610 miles are open to the 
public year-round, 440 miles are open seasonally, and 710 mlles are closed year-round Forest Development 
Roads throughout the Forest are available for licensed 4WD use and provide access for hunting end fishing. 

Under Alternatives 2, 5, 8, EA, 10 and 12. minimal change is expected in the maintenance and management of 
the existing roads and access for hunting and fishing would remain preiiy much as is. 

Alternatives 5 and 12 would leave many new roads open to public use and, thereby, increase motorized access 
somewhat The relatively small amount of road construction, however, would not significantly increase motor- 
ized access 

Alternative 4 would maximize 4WD access by causing some of the closed system roads to be opened, allowing 
up to 1650 miles of road to be opened at least seasonally. 

Access for Disabled People 
FOREST ACCESS 
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These anernatlves are considered in the FEE and provlde a c c w  lor ilcensed 4WD vehicles tosome exlent and 
therefore provide accem for visnom who prefer to use 4WD vehicles The Regional Forester will select the 
anernalive that be64 maxlmlzes net pubilc benefb with acceso being one of the considerations In that selection. 

Lener 2513 The eddkion of four.foot wide, hard-packed trails wnh easy grades for wheelchairs would be appreciated by ail 
01 us. 

Access for persons wHh disabiitties plays an importent role in all anernatlves There are lour existing trails for 
persons wiul disabiinies. Three have recently been repaved and the lourth will be resurlaced for wheelchair 
accem when funding allows 

Response 

Letter 2590 

Lener 3927 

Response 

Maxlmlze forest access for persons with dlsablllties. 

The National Fore& need to be made more accessible for our handicapped and elderly persons. 

Each sbrnative seeks to maximize acmes for persons wnh disabilities within the emphasis of the individual 
anernatbe All developed recreation areas and administrallve faclllties that are open to the public will be made 
fully accessible, 

Letter 3613 in MA 9 It states 'opportunltles for the physicaliy impaired are provided without special provision or Improve- 
ment Wheelchairs are permmed.' Thls is a cruel and nonsensical standard What 'opportunities' are being 
provided that are different than the opportunities the general, non-impaired public will have? 

Thls sentence has been deleted from the Revised Forest Plan Response 

FOREST ACCESS Hlklng Trails 

Letter 57 

Response 

Put small parking areas on such roads and then build foot trails from these. Walking is the key to dispersed 
recreation. Make them do It. 

The existing 950 miles of trails on the Forest provide primaly foal access to the dispersed areas of the Forest. 
Additionally. Appendix B oflhe Revised Pian lists proposed trail construction and reconstruction projects, many 
of which will add mileage to the system This list does not change by alternative. The trails to be constructed 
will be selected each year once funding is received and priorities are determined Many of the existing trails 
have developed trailhead parking and more such parking will be constructed as funding allows 

LMer 2273 

Response 

Letter 2273 

~~ 

The proposed development of several miles of new trail In the Southern Massanunens is of some concern. 
Aithough the specdic locations are not Ilsted, the trails include new construction in the vicinities of Boone's Run, 
Massanutten West, and Kaylor Knob. The Boone's Run and Kaylor Knob trails would both be in Management 
Area 9 (Under Alternatlve E), which is managed to provide older vegetation In remote and isolated areas Wlth 
the Increased traffic that such trails would bring, how remote and isolated would the area remain? Currently the 
area contains some of the best bear habitat In the Forest, this is so because of its remoteness The flat high 
elevation wetlands, east of Grubbs and Lairds Knob and west of Kaylors Knob should be left isolated as 
possible This unique area Is a small valley bulk on a Martinsburg Shale foundation 

Appendix B ilsts planned trail constructlon and reconstruction projects and includes several projects In the 
Southern Massanutten area of the Forest Priorities for construction of the trails will be set on a yearly basis as 
funding becomes available. At such timethat a trail Is planned for work, project level analysis will be completed 
to evaluate the effects on the resources of the area 

The Existing PMSprlng Trail (Massanutten South between Pm Spring and Frldleys Gap) follows what atone time 
was a roadbed passable by Jeep The same trail was used during the Civil War, in fact it is repotted to be an 
old Indian Trail. Thls long use IS primarily because of the comfortable grade II traverses Thls trail could use 
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Response 

some renovations, there are some areas that would benefit from weterban and ditching, and one wet area just 
north of Frldley Gap that needs a puncheon across it 

This comment recommends maintenance work needed on the Massanmen Mountain South Trail (FDT 416) 
This work should be part of the Ranger District's program of work for trail maintenance The Revised Plan 
appropriately has no discussion of project level maintenance of trails 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

LBner 2319 

Response 

I would also favor eventual construction of a portion of the proposed ridgetoptrall from Bird Knob to Prtt Spring, 
as the exlsting trek on the Road to the Big Mountain Electronic Site Is not pleasing This trail oould connectwkh 
the old trail which crossesthe Massanmen from Endless Cavernsto the Pm Spring Lookout As most of this area 
is In Management Area 14, and it is not fer from a road, the disturbance to the ridgetop habitat seems more 
acceptable The inclusion of this portion of ridge trail should please the ridgerunners, and the conhued use 
of the existing Pm Spring trail would appear to be a reasonable compromise to those favoring a complete west 
ridge trail system 

The trail construction project(s) favored by the comment will be included for consideration at such time as 
funding and priorities make il appropriate to do such 

The Massenuttens truly are unique within the Forest The long parallel ridges offer hiking opportunities not 
found In many places Much of the southern portion is truly roadless Any management plan should seek a 
balance between enhancing the hiking opportunities and preserving the isolated conditions now present 

The Regional Forester will selectthe alternativethat maximizes net public benefits The hiking opportunkies and 
isolated, remote conddions mentioned in the comment are considered in making this selection. 

Recreational trails. primitive trails unopen to motorized vehicles should be emphasized and there are already 
plenty of these Trails for horses need to have a suitable grade and a hard surface 

The Forest currently has over 900 miles of trail available for non-motorized use wlth more planned for construc- 
tion as user demand dictates and funding allows Several of these are planned for horse use The grade and 
surfacing necessaly for horses is understood 

Letter 2664 

Response 

The Draft Plan Appendix page E 1  - 64 shows over 1 W miles of reconstructed trail work and 280 miles of new 
trail construction in the next ten years Providing increased and improved access by these trails will cause 
conflicts between trail user groups and timber and wildlife management oractices Where is the demand for 280 
miles of new trails 

Dispersed recreation demand Is discussed in the Draft Working Paper 'Dispersed Recreation Demand Analysis 
- George Washington National Foresr dated May 17, 1989 This paper discusses demand by Recreation 
Opportunlty Spectrum classdication Specifics on demand fortrails are discussed in the Statewide Comprehen- 
sive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP) for Virginia and West Virginia These lwo documents, The 1989 
Virginia Outdoors Plan' and the West Virginia 'SCORP 19881992', are specific about types of trails needed in 
the parts of the states that the GWNF affects Trail construotionlreconstructlon projects in Appendix B are not 
prioritized Funding for these Is on an annual basis end thus determination of what trails will be constructed will 
be on an annual basis 

Letter 3633 

Response 

Ensure that existing trails are not destroyed, ie, permanently cut or blocked 

The Forest has over 900 miles of existing trails Some are heavily used and others are not used at all Any 
existing trail that receives at least a moderate amount of use will be maintained 

Hiking Trails 
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Lener 3647 

Response 

Emphasize hiking and walking which are compatible wdh a wildllfe habnat 

Non-motorized. dispersed recreation has traditionally made up a large palt of the use on the Forest and this 
trend is expected to continue There are over 900 miles of trail for day hikes, backpacking. and walking on the 
Forest This is fully compatible wnh wildide habltat management. 

Letter 3 & ~  Fhe] tremendous backlog of maintenance and construction needs fortrails should be taken into account in the 
plan For example, trail corridors should be left alone and not logged for timber or cleared for game manage- 
ment clearings. If trails are not destroyed for such activBes, they will not have to be rebuin. I support the 
inclusion of the Big Blue and Big Schloss trails system under Managemenl Area 6 for protechng cntical trails 

The priorlties of the trails constructionlreconstruction prolecis listed In the Revised Plan will be worked out on 
an annual basis as funding allows Visually sensdive trails will be protected to the extent that is allowed under 
the management emphasis of the Management Areas that they go through Management Area 6 Is specific to 
the Appalachian National Scenic Trail While the Big Blue and Big Schloss trails are worthy of protection. It will 
be done within the management are88 through which they traverse 

Response 

Letter 3640 I suppolt the Potomac Appalachian Trail Club's position on designating certain trails as foot use only Mountain 
bikes are not appropriate for use on ail trails, and this should be taken into account in the pian 

On page 2-11. the Plan says'7he Share-the-Trail' program is promoted' Some of the activities listed. such as 
hiking, hunting.fishing, backpacking and camping, are compatible uses Others, such as horseback riding and 
mountain biking, are not Some trails are too sensitive to be used by horses and bikes and should be restrided 
l o  uses that have a lower impact 

We disagree with the adoption of 'Share the Trail' as a general concept for recreation mgt Many trail uses are 
Incompatible or compatible under only some circumstances We support separation of uses where even a 
moderate degree of conflict e~ists Even d some uses are compatible, the design of a specific trail may make 
It inappropriate to allow a spechc use because of environmental degradation. We advocate a policy of allowing 
use only where the environmental impacts are minimal If mixed uses are allowed, a monitoring system should 
be designed to allow evaluation of unacceptable conflicts or environmental Impacts Trail users should be 
informed about the permined uses on specific trails 

As long astrail use is light and Infrequent the same trail may reasonably be shared by foot hikers. bicycle riders 
and horseback riders, which Is now GWNF procedure as 'non-motorized trails' As use becomes more frequent, 
ltwill be advisable to designate some trails solely as foot paths, some others only as horse trails, and to prohibit 
all vehicles (including bicycles) from some hiking trails and from some horse trails Such practices can be 
worked out In oonsuitation with hiking clubs and riding clubs and accomplished by volunteer effort 

Letter 3942 

Lener 3946 

Letter 3883 

Leners 3998,4012 
PATC strongly urges the Forest Service to designate certain trails as foot trails only PATC opposes the multiple 
recreational use of trails where such use endangers the safety of the users and seriously threatens the viability 
of the treadway Some trails do not lend themselves to the safe compatible use by different groups 

Nationwide, the Forest Service is committed to the share4hetrail concept for non-motorized trails While It is 
understood that there are conflicts between different non-motorized uses, restrictions on use. such as designa- 
tion of trails for foot travel only, are appropriately considered on a proiect-level basis 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Response 

New trails should be built as needs arise. Not as opportunities a r b  We can't take care of what we've got now, 

The Revised Plan proposes trail constructlon/reconstruction projects that will be prioritized on an annual basis 
as funding allows Maintenance of existing trails is important in setting priorities for work 
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Letter 3884 Plan must stipulate that. with each timber sale, ALL hiking trails In the sale Compartment(s) will be Investigated 
for followabilhy: those not clearly marked will h reblazed ~malnialnedm) vely soon Such effort should be 
pledged in the Plan, otherwise, R will fall by the wayside. 

This process Is more appropriately considered underthe prolea level analysis end planning completed for each 
bmber sale 

Response 

Letter 3894 

Response 

Leave hiking trails at present level 

Based on analysis presented In the Statewida Comprehenshre Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP) for Virginia 
and West Vlrglnla, there 1s a demand for Increased trail mileage for various uses Priorities for trail construalon 
will be set on an annual basis as funding allows. 

Letter 3951 Do not construct any addltlcnal long distance hiking trails except the Allegheny Trail. The demand does not 
justdy such addltional trails Freeze the location of the Big BlueTrail in its presenl location. Keep the Sensltlvlty 
Level at'3'fortheAlleghenyTrail Consideralevel? or'3'forihe Big Blue asoriginally setwhenthetrailwas 
established Construct short hiking loop trails at the malor recreation areas and the Natlcnal Forest Scenic 
BrWv 

Response Trail construction priorities have not been determined. This will be dona annually as funding allows. k is 
anticipated that priorities will go to reconstruction and fill in or connector trails. Demand for hiking trails is 
lndioated in the Virginia and West Virginia Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP) 
Visual sensliwty of trails will be determined on a case by case basis. Visual qualm, objectives are assigned by 
Management Area taking Into account the management emphasis of each Where It count% the scenic re- 
sources of the Forest will be Drotected and enhanoed. However, this does not mean Dreseryation or retention 
VQO's everywhere 

Letter 3984 

Response 

I am appalled that the draft plan reduces hiking opportunities to the extent that it does 

The Revised Forest Plan does not reduce hiking opportunttms 

Letters 3998.4012 
PATC encourages the Forest Sewice to designate corridors for trails that will be left alone and not logged or 
otherwise 'managed,' save as trails. Trail corridors would also SUP DO^^ migratory paths for plant and animal . .  
species 

Many Forest Trails traverse management areas that are unsuitable for timber production Management Areas 
6, 8. 9, and 21 spectfically emphasize and several other management areas offer non-motorized recreation 
opportunities All Forest lands are maneged, whether for wilderness, remde recreation, developed recreation, 
wildlife habltat, timber. electronic transmission, or hiking 

Response 

Letter 3998 

Response 

PATC apposes any cutting that obliterates trails used by the hiking public 

Heavily used trails are not likely to be obliterated In any alternative 

Letter 4262 Increase the trail system which maintains respect to the environment and encourages people to meet nature on 
nature's terms 

Appendix B ofthe Revised Plan contains trail construction and reconstruction projects These will be prioritized 
annually as funding allows Cross country backpacking, day hiking, and loop trails will be constructed 

Response 

Hiking Trails 
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LeUers 766,767 

Letter 3861 

Response 

Lener 957 

Response 

The Plan should emphasize us8 of the park for hiking and other non-motorlzed recreation. 

Place more emphasis on areas and Ira118 which hikers and back-packen can use, but where no vehicles are 
allowed 

The Revised Plan recognizes the lmportence of nonmotorized dispersed recreelion Management Areas 6,9 
and 21 specMcally emphasize such opportunnies wlth other management areas likewise offering many nonmo- 
torlzed opportunities. Management Area 8 contains wilderness and areas recommended for wilderness study, 
the mom primitive dispersed recreation opportunilies on the Forest With over a million acres onlheforest, there 
are plenty of opportunitles to get away from vehicles on the Forest in all aiiernatives. The Regional Forester wll 
select the alternative that maximizes net public benefb to serve as the Revised Plan. 

Instead of closing trails on the forest, lets keep them open for enjoyment and open new ones 

Appendlx B of the Revised Plan contains a listing of trail consiruction projeote This ilst does not change by 
aiternative Trails to be constructed each year will be determlned on an annual basis once funding Is received 
and priornies are determined. A8 long as trials are being used and there is funding to malntaln them, they will 
remain open 

ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE (ATV) USE: Opposltion to ATV Use 

Letters 3,503,760,4015 
A N  use in the GWNF Is inappropriate. 

I strongly disagree with A N  use In the GWNF - a wealthy few gain at the expense of the many. 

Off-highway vehicle use should be minimized or prohibited on the trail systems 

Keep the number of miles of A N  trails to the bare minimum and locate them in areas that are already 
‘motorized‘ 

LeUer 49 

Letter 57 

LeUer 168 

Letter6 279,491,763,976,1069,1075, 1090,1152,1154.x)39,2C49, x)6s, ZZ42,2355,2835,2BS6,2505,2529,2839,2942,3546, 
3635,3847,3797,4158,4231 

No ANs  should be allowed in the GWNF. 

LeUer 284 Limlt damaging A N s  

LeUer 371 It is clear that trails opened to ANs are going l o  have to be closed when il Is determined, as It surely will be, 
that signdlcant environmental damage has occurred it, therefore. seems to me to be much more desirable to 
close the forest completely to A N  use before that damage occurs. 

LeUers492.762,972,1320,1330,1346,2376,2512,2705,2839,3980,4255 
A N  use on the GWNF is inappropriate and should be eliminated. 

Letters 496,891,115%,1250,1258,x112,2510,2740 
ATVs should not be allowed on any forest trail. No new A N  trails should be allowed. even the existing ones 
should be closed. 

A N s  are incompatible and destructive of natural resources, and any existing ATV trails should be closed and 
prohibdion of ATVs enforced 

LeUer 504 

LeUers737,1150.1187,1188,1189,1190,1191,1192,1193,1367,1388,1389,1532,1533,1723,1934,1935,1936,1937,1938,1939, 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2448,2449,2450, 
2760, 2761,2762, sow, 3090,3293, m , 3 2 m ,  ss, 3297,32st~ 3zsg,33w, 3301, 330~. 3303,3304, 3305,3306,3307,3308,3309, 
3310. 33’11,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317, 3318, 3319,4068,4073, 4074,4075 

Prohiblt A N  trals in the natlonal forest This type of recreation is incompabble with forest values and other 
recreational uses. 
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Letters 766, 767 
ANs  are unacceptable on any NF trail There should be no new A N  trails built in the OW NF, and all existing 
ATV trails should be closed The plan should emphasize use of the park for hiking and other non-motorized 
recreation 

Letters867.934, 1059,1087,1162,1290,1313,1611, 1621,22W, 2375,3616,3655,3863,3870,4182 
A N  use should be eliminated 

ATV‘s are NOT compatible wiih the goals of NF preservation and should be banned Lener 677 

Letters887,888,923,924,~5,~,1044,1045,1046,1047,1w8,1049,1050,1051,1052,1053,1@54,1055,1128,1129,1130,1131, 
1132,1133,1134,1135,1136,1174,1206,1207, lXKI, 1209,1210,1211,1213,1214,l215,1216,1217,1218,1219,1220,1221,1~, 
1223,1224,l225,1226.1349.1399,1400,1401.1402,1403,1475,1476,1477,1476,1479,1480,1461,1462.1484,1485,1486,1487. 
1488,1489,1490,1699,1700,1701.1702.1703.1704,1705,1706,1707,1915,1916,1917,1918,t919,1920,1921,1922,1923,1924, 
1925,1~6,1927,1968,1974,x)85,2086,~7,2088,2089,2wo,2091,2092,2093,x)94,2095,2066,2097,x)98,2099,2100,2101, 
2418,2419,2420,2421,2422,2423,2424,2425,2426,2427,2428.2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2424.2435,2436,2437,2438,2439, 
2440,2441,2701,2769,2770,2771,2772.2i73,2774,2T15.2776,2777,2778,2881.2901.3093,3094.3096,3097,3098.3099.3100, 
3202,3x)3,3204,3205,3206,3207,3208,3x)9,3210,3211,3212,3213.3214,3215,3216,3217,3218,3219,3220,3221,3222,3223, 
3224,3225,3226,3227,3226,3229,3230.3231,3232,3233,3234,3235,3236,3237,3238,3239,3240,3241,3242,3243,3244,3245, 
3246,3247,3517,4094,4095,4096,4097,4098,4099,4100,4101,4102,4103,41~,4105,41~,4107,4108,41~,4110,4111,4112, 
4113.4114.4115.4116.4117.4118.4119.4120.4121. 4122 41233.4124.4125.4126.4127.4128.4172.4183 

Letter 933 

Letter 970 

Lener 971 

Letter 978 

Letter 979 

Letter 981 

Leiter 982 

Letter 987 

Letter 1067 

Letter 1067 

Letter 1070 

Letter 1071 

AlVs, which are destructwe in many ways, should not be allowed on the forest 

The us8 of all-terram vehicles (ANs) on the George Washington Nabonal Forest should be eliminated They are 
Incompatible and unacceptable on any national forest trail THIS REGULATION MUST BE ENFORCED 

All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs) should not be permitted In the forest. They are Incompatible and unaccepiable. and 
any existing A N  lrails should be closed 

I do not want to see expanded A N  use 

We are againsl ANs and other so-called ‘recreational vehicles’ 

Banish all AWs. 

No new AN treils should be permitted Existing ones should be closed. A N  use IS not appropriate for our 
national forests. 

The Plan should not add i o  the A N  trail system On the contraly, It should remove the two existing areas open 
to ANs  and ban them from the GWNF That klnd of motorized traffic causes air, nolse, and water pollution, 
damages fauna and flora, causes severe erosion and siltation, and invades the general environment hikers and 
forest dwellers seek ANs have no place on Federal forest lands 

A N s  presently are out of control Enforcement of regulations is inadequate Outlaw them completely 

Members of the Northern Shenandoah Valley Chapter of Audubon oppose any authorization in the proposed 
George Washington National Forest long-range plan which would permit recreational use of ANs  

All-terrain vehicles cause serious environmental damage, such as vegetation destruction, soil erosion and 
stream pollution A N  use Is Incompatible with the remote non-motorized recreation activities in the George 
Washington National Forest due to noise and visual impacts, resource damage and safety concerns These 
negative environmental impacts are Inappropriate wlth the goals of natural resource protection and compatible 
mutiiple uses In the George Washingion Ndional Forest and that experience has shown that these usas cannot 
be adequately controlled 

Ban all ATV use in the GWNF once and for all 

There should be no ATVs permitted in the Forest They are dangerous to the riders and a disturbance to 
evelyone else in the forest - both people and animals 

Opposition lo ATV Use 
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Letter 1076 

Letter 1077 

Letter 1078 

All terrain vehicles are unacceptable on forest trails 

Allow no ANs  Vehicles are incompatible wlth beneficial forest usage. 

AN 'S  are incompatible wrth nature and should be banned from all national forest trails No new ATV trails should 
be built and all existing trails should be closed 

AWs are too destructive of too many resources to be permfled at all If Hoosier National Forest can eliminate 
AWs, why can? we? 

I have been aware of the immense damage that all-terrain vehicles place upon natural areas, increasing erosion, 
and once again, reducing water qualrty Also, i am greatly concerned about the intense noise that such vehicles 
make, as they rip through the wilderness 

No A N  trails1 I can't imagine this even being considered In a forest area 

Letter 1081 

Letter 1083 

Letter 1086 

Letters 1 094,1439,1167,1523,1524,1525,1526,1527,1528,1529,1530,1531,1671,173O. l731,1732,1943,1!344,1982,2t 48,2149, 

There should be no A l V  trails permitted in the national forest, This type of recreation is incompatible wlth other 
forest users and values 

Eliminate A N  use - It's destructive and destroys the peaceful purpose most people seek 

All-terrain vehicles are incompatible with protection cf trails and the wilderness enjoyment of hikers or those wlth 
non-motorized means of transport The Forest Service should not designate any additional trails for A N  use 

All-terrain vehicles are incompatible with maintaining the biological and ecological unny of the forest and should 
be completely prohiblted 

ATVs are totally unnecessary for the enjoyment of a wilderness area, and should be banned The only use of 
an A N  is milltary andlor FS people who must quickly access an area, no others should even have them 

ANs and basic forest characteristics are thoroughly incompatible. I request therefore that all A N  trails be 
closed-and that this closure be strongly enforced. 

I think that A N  use in GWNF is inappropriate and should be curtailed 

2150,2151,2152.2153,2154,2400,2401,2764,2765,2766,2767,2?Q5,3087,3088.3147,3148,3149.3150,3827,4093 

Letter 1099 

Letter I 139 

Letter 1 149 

Letter I 260 

Letter 1277 

Letter 1281 

Letter 1283 I would also like to state my opposition to allowing ANs in the GWNF This style of recreation is abusive to the 
forest and extremely obnoxious for anyone who Is hiking or cross-country skiing with the hope of observing 
wildlife 

Lener 1297 There should not be any new A N  trails. and i would suggest that all existing ATV trails be closed ATVs present 
air, noise, and other pollution problems, as well as safety risks, and they are simply incompatible with proper 
mgt of any NF 

No A N  use should be allowed in the GWNF A N  use in a National Forest is detrimental to all other forest uses. Letter 1310 

Letters 1314, 1445,1634, 1981,x)40.2327,2670,3478.3744, 3809,3834,4026 
Prohibit A N  trails in the NF. 

A ban on the use of ANs must be enacted and made applicable tc the whole forest 

i am concerned about access for ATVs, as ANs disturb those seeking peace 

The deslgnation of current roads andtrailsfor usage by ANs  also should no1 be allowed A N s  are incompatible 
with other non-destructive usage of the forest (le hiking, fishing, bird watching) No existing A N  trails should 
be maintained No new A N  trails should be opened 

Letter 1318 

Letter I 323 

Letter 1323 
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Letter 1354 

Letter 1365 

Letter I388 

Letter 1378 

Letter 1428 

Letter 1434 

Letter t 443 

Letter 1551 

Letter 1555 

Letter 1557 

Letter t 569 

Letter 1608 

Letter 1651 

Letters 1652,1823 

Letters 1661,2675 

~ e t t e r ~  1656, i a a  

Letter 1684 

Letter 1 B61 

Letter 1978 

Letter 1992 

Letter 2w3 

ATVs should be banned from the forest due to their nolse and potentlal for habltat destruction 

Don't need people beating up the balls on those A N s  Shouldn't bulld any new tralls for them and ought to 
close ones they use now. Trails should be for walkers malnb, and some horseback riders. 

Dispersed Recreation - Motorized We support appropriate pmlve recreational uses of the forest and balleve 
that A N s  and snwrmoblles are Incompatible with these usen. We encourage the substltutlon of the pollcy 
statement described In Alt B. 

Use of A N s  In the QWNF Is lnapproprlate and should be eliminated or tightly controlled at current levels 

A N 6  are lncompatlble and unacceptable on any foresltrall. No new ANtralls should be bulk, and all exlstlng 
A N  trails should ba closed. A N  usa should be conflned to developed areas 

Protect the ecology and beauly of the forest by banning A N  use wkhln the forest. 

The use of A N s  should not be allowed in the forest at all. A N s  are lncompatlble and unacceptable on any NF 
trail. 

Ban A N  use In the Forest. The destructlon such vehicles wreak on the forest 1s Irreparable. Their use on these 
lands 1s an Inexcusable misuse of public property and abuse of majoiny interests by a mtnority stake holder. 

I do not belleve that we need any A N  recreation in our National Forest, and I wonder how It would conflict wlth 
the reaulrements of Viralnia Law slatlna that anvone ODeratIna an A N  not on their own DroDerN obtain wrinen - - - . .  ~ 

permlsslon. 

Build no new A N  trails, close the existing ones, and enforce these regulations. 

NO motorcycles NO ANs. 

A N s  are Incompatible wlth and unacceptable on any NF trail. Build no new A N  trails, close all exlstlng ATV 
trails, and rigorously enforce whatever reguiatlons there are In the final plan regarding use of A N s  

I am VERY opposed to more A N  tralls. 

A N s  and mountain bikes are lncompatiblewlth and unacceptable on any NFtrail Build no new ANtralls, close 
all existing A N  trails and enforce these regulations 

A N 6  ere not acceptable and should be banned from our NFs. 

A N  riders shouldn? have the run of our national treasures... A N  use should be prohibited R's lnapproprlate 
and ruinous 

A N S  are destructive and disruptive and should not be allowed within the NF. Existing A N  trails should be 
closed and no new ones built 

ATVs are destructive totraiis and roads, causing more damage than any comparable use They infringe upon 
others' enloyment 

The use of A N s  should be curtailed d not banned completely from most areas 

A N  traffic should be eliminated from the wilderness Enforcement of existing regulation Is needed to prevent 
further damage to the forest 

A N s  are inconsistent wlth a wilderness environment and are the most damaging single user of forest trails 
increasing the operating areas of these Trail killers' is incomprehensible A N s  do not belong In NFs or parks 
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Letter Mo5 

Letter 2M)7 

Letter 2010 

Lener 2op 

Lener 2027 

Lelbr 2028 

Lener x)95 

Letter 2026 

Letter 2052 

Lener 2053 

LMer 2061 

Letter 2189 

Letter 2230 

Letter 2237 

Letter 2276 

Leiier 2283 

Letter 2285 

Letter 2292 

Letter 2319 

Letter 2347 

The use of ATVs anywhere In the QWNF 1s Inappropriate and thelr use would defeat the purpose of a NF. 

A N  use of any kind Is incompatible to a NF trail. Exlaing A N  use should be closely monitored and analyzed 
to determine b eflect on the environment. All exletlng regulations should be strictly enforced. NO NEW A N  
TRAILS should be bulk. 

All Terrain Vehicles are Incompatible and unacceptable on any national forest trail. 

Expansion of tralls or areas for Ail Terrain Vehicles will create disturbance of delicate natural balance. ANs  
should be prohibbd altogether. 

ATV's should not be ellowed on the forest due to their destructive nature 

I find It troubling that the Management Area 11 for craatlng OW trails Is a consideration for the Forest. it's 
discouraging that Management Area 11 Includes acreage equal io more than 210 80-acre farms. 

Expending A N  use on the QWNF le Inappropriate and should be eliminated Enlorcement of existing reguia- 
tions to prevenl forest damage le needed. 

Eliminate, H not severely restrict, A N  use In the foresi. While the organired A N  groups may be responsible, 
there are many other A N  users who simply do not hold to responsible standards of forest protection. Erosion, 
noise, muddied ponds and streams. and ofl-trail destruction would resun 

Keep ANs out of the forest They are Inappropriate In such a setting 

Nor should roads for A N  use be permmed. ANs  are a gross traveaiy on lhe wilderness and an insuit to both 
animals and the people who hike there. 

I am In complete disagreementwith opening any new A N  trails This is completely inappropriate in any National 
Forest I strongly feel that the existing iwo tralls be permanently closed 

There should not be any areas dedicated to 'ANs'. ANs  destroy the natural processes that are the principal 
altraction of most visitors. 

A N  use on the GWNF is Inappropriate and should be eliminated Cerlainiy no new arena should be designated; 
existing areas should be closed. 

A N  use of any kind Is incompatible to a national forest trail. Existing A N  use should be closely monltored and 
analyzed to determine Hs effect on the environment Ail exisiing regulations should be siricily enforced. NO 
NEW A N  TRAILS should be buiit. 

All terrain vehicles should be prohibted. These vehicles are simply too destructive to be permined In a nabonel 
forest Existing A N  trails should be closed, and no new ones buiil 

Phaseout ANs. Allterrainvehicles are Incompatibleand unacceptableon any national forest trail Build no new 
A N  trails. enforce the existing regulations, and analyze the lmpaots of the current A N  trail use on the forest. 

Ban all-terrain vehicles (AN'S) from the National Forests They have no place In the wilderness and are very 
destructive. 

ATV's should be banned: they are incompatible wlth a forest ecosystem 

ATVs should be out of the question when Incorporating plansfor aforest They do nothing but harm The Foresi 
Service should close all existing trails and open no more to AN6 

The damage would be magnified by the proposal to open new areas lor ANs Having witnessed first-hand the 
scars these machines have already iefi on the GW. I urge you to ban ail ORVs from the Forest. 

, 
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Letter 2471 

Letter 2534 

Letter 2602 

Letter 2603 

Letter 2612 

Letter 2648 

Letter 2656 

Letter 2674 

Letter 2712 

Letter 2755 

Letter 2809 

Lener 2732 

Letter 2892 

Letter 2922 

Letter 3498 

Letter 3527 

Letter 3538 

Letter 3544 

Letter 3553 

Letter 3558 

Letter 3563 

A N s  do not belong in a wilderness area 

Expansion of all-terrain ( A m  use on the GWNF Is inappropriate and should be eliminated 

I am totally against A N s  and would like to see them bannedfrom all national forests They simply have no place 
and are entirely inappropriate on public land 

Ban all motorcycles and alMerraln vehffiles from our nabonal forest and we should enforce our existing 
regulations to prevent any further damage to the forest 

Regarding ORV's and the devastation caused by them due to the erosion, Imer, and noise pollution they create, 
they should be banned from all public lands period 

I disagree with the addition of any new A N  trails on forest service lands I don't like the fact we have trails now 
much less adding new ones 

All existing A N  hails should be closed and no new trails should be bulb The Peters Mill-Taskers Gap trail Is 
a dugrace and n 18 painful to even contemplate how thls beautlfui area has been ruined I am concerned that 
Peter's Mill and Tasker's Gap are now considered one trail. 

ANs  are incompatible and unacceptable on any NF trail No new trails should be built 

The proposed areas for All Terrain Vehicles In Alternative 8 are quite adequate If any increases in dedicated 
A N  areas are considered. they should be offset by a minimum equal increase In Wilderness Areas 

ANs are destructive and have many negative impacts on wildlife, fragile plants, soil, and streams. A N  use 
precludes many other legfilmate human uses of the forest, such as hiking, birdwatching, fishing, hunting, and 
enjoying solitude Please remove all existing and proposed A N  trails from the plan The proposed trail in the 
Deerfield is particularly objectionable R is adjacent to the Elliott Knob roadless area, which is a sensitive 
biological area The proposed A N  area has not been thoroughly Inventoried to determine dsensitive plants and 
animals are found there A N  use of this area could easily spill over into the Elliott Knob area 

Enforce keeplngtheANstothe roadstheyareentitledtoandnotletthem offthe roadstotearupthe remainder 
of the forest 

The plan takes a signdicant step backward W h  respect to AT" trails AN6 In no way relate to forest values but 
instead detract from the forest with their noise and increased erosion, disturbance to wildlife and liiier 

AN5 are not sulteble for wild, backcountiy areas They disturb hikers and wildlife and should not be part of a 
national forest plan 

A N  type vehicles are veiy destructive and should not be permitted within the Forest at any time 

A N  users should find private lands for their loud and destructive recreation and the Forest Service should not 
support them 

The use of A N s  should be severely restricted 

Living next to the forest we see people on ATV's illegally hunting all the time AN's just don? belong in our 
national forest They destroy the environment. 

AN's are noisy. polluting, and disruptive to wildlife -they have no place In the national forests in my opinion 

Prohibd A N  trails as this type of recreation is incompatible with forest values and disturbs others seeking 
recreation within the area 

A N  use should be miminized 

The amount of acreage set aside for A N ,  OHV trails. is still much too high This activity is not compatible with 
needs of other Forest recreationistsl No other activity interferes with the enjoyment of non-participators 
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Letter 3M)6 

Letter s t 9  

We especially urge A N  restriction 

All-Terrain-Vehicles ere an environmental CATASTROPHE11 No new A N  trails should be buiR and all existing 
A N  trails should be closed 

AN6 destroy forest Multiple use should only apply to uses whlch are sustainable 

AN's are so destructlvel They have no place In natlonal foreats Close the existing A N  trails 

A N  trails should be weaned from the area 

Expansion of all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use on the QWNF Is lnapproprlate and should be eliminated Enforcement 
of existing regulation to prevent damage io the forest Is needed. 

Letter 36x1 

Letter 3647 

Letter 3856 

Letter 3662 

Letters 3720,3766,3702 
Build no new A N  trails. close all existing A N  trails, and enforce these regulatlons 

Letter 3750 

Letter 3678 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3687 

Letter 3691 

Letter 3695 

Letter 3724 

Letter 3732 

Letter 3735 

Letter 3736 

Letter 3756 

Leiier 3796 

Letter 3821 

Letter 3840 

No new A N  trails. which are destructive In many ways, should be allowed In the forest 

The use of all-terrain vehicles Is defeating the purpose of what a wilderness experience should be. 

Cease all A N  activlty in the Forest I feel A N  use is very disrupting and damaging to the Forest 

I would llketo seethe acreage allowed for A N  use further reduced Thesevehicles have no place in the public's 
forest The pollution, eroslon, and high levels of noise these machines cause greatly exceed that of any other 
special Interest group using the Forest, excluding timbering Keep their access to the Forest to a minimum 

Expansion of all-terrain vehicle use In the forest is Inappropriate and should be eliminated in order to prevent 
further damage to the forest 

AN's ate simply too damaging to the ea* and spoil the tranquility of the outdoor experience 

I urge that OHVs not be allowed at all In the NF. Their eifeci on the trails and on the sonic environment can be 
devastating. 

OHV/ATVvehicles have anumber of negative impacts on the Forest including disturbing and destroying wildlfie 
habitats, oreating a safety hazard for other users of the Forest, and contributing to erosion problems. We 
recommend that no new trails be bulk for their use and the existing trails be closed 

Expansion of A N  use on the GWNF is inappropriate and should be eliminated Enforcement of existing 
regulations to prevent damage to the forest IS sorely needed. 

I am opposed to the use of ANs  In the GWNF. They can be heard over a great distance and disturb those 
wanting to enjoy nature peacefully. 

ANs  are damaging to the forest, and if allowed at all, they should be limited to existing logging roads only. 

ANs  should not be allowed in the forest, Their use is extremely destructive and is incompatible with preserva- 
tion attempts 

ANs should be banned from almost all areas of the GWNF 

No A N  use on forest Biological value theme does not justify this type of limited user sport Unmanageable In 
Long Run. Very damaging to adjacent forest areas. They can and do go anywhere they want, Most other forest 
users wish to avoid ANs, their no188 end agitations Requires regular monitoring. F S assumes burden of 
policing action which they are severely understaffed Peter Mill Run AN-ORVTrail Lee Distnctshould be closed 
down tolhis type ofuse Massanmen West HikingTrailshouid be run through Peters MillValley instead of along 
ndge to west 
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Letter9846 

Letter3850 

Letter3929 IopposetheproposaltoopennewareastoATVu~.ATVa~itleete~upplantandtree roois,disruptswildlrfa 
end greatly Increases erosion along the trails and paths cut by ATVs or bulk for A N  use The chance for 
Increased personal lnjuy appears high aha In thb respect il does not serve the public's Interests to Increase 
the oppoitunnles for risky motorized adventures In open vehicles If there & a  pressing recreaitond need to be 
met In these areas. wheeled acoeea could be gdned by all-terrain bicycles 

A N s  ere unacceptable on any national forest trail The Natlonai Forest should eliminate A N  use on the forest 
trails. 

ANs: No new ATV trails should be bulnl Use of the 2 exlaing tralis by alkterraln vehicles should be closely 
mmltored. Slrict standards should be set for erosion and misuse such as riding off the trails or damaging 
wildllfe ponds, etc Users must understend clearly that any misuse whioh degrades resources adjacent to the 
trail will cause closure of the trnll. 

AlkTerraln Vehicles should be banned from the forest In the Peters Mill Run area, ATV users have shown an 
unwillingness to stay on the trails ANs  have destroyed seenative s~ecies of plants on both dw lands and in 
hoes 

A N  UQB In the GWNF b exlremely harmful to the public's enjoyment of the area and should be prohlbrted 

ATVs should not be allowed in the forest 

Letter 3931 

Letter 3938 

Letter 3962 

Letters 3985,3986 

Letter 3996 

Letter 4053 

Lener 4253 

Response 

A N  use should be prohibited on GWNF and existing ANtrails should be closed Better efforts should be made 
to end lllegsl ATV us0. 

[Do not] build new A N  trails, eliminate&ment A N  trails 

A N  areas all existing trails should be closed, and moniioring inst!tuted SO that they don't operate away from 
public roads 

Urge the removal of A N  use from the forest Close all existing ANtrails Emphasize non-maonzed recreation. 

Executlve Order 11644 ss amended by Executlve Order 11989 recognizes OHV use as legitimate on federal 
lends l o  be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands. 

Since most AN'S are unlicensed vehicles, they can only be drNen on trails which sre deslgnated for A N  use 
by Forest Supervisor's Orders. Ahematives 3,7.9, 11 and 13 do not designate any motonzed trails, effectively 
eliminating opportunities forthe legal use of A N s  onthe Forest Alternatives 6 8 ,  and BA designate a minimum 
of trail routes to be conshucted in Management Area 11. 

Each of these alternatives Is considered in deiail in the FEIS. One will be selected by the Regional Forester to 
S B N ~  as the Revised Plan II n Is Identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 2513 

Response 

I encourage you to reduce (and preferably eliminate) the access to the forest ereas by A N  and other motorized 
vehicles and instead, promote the upgrade of the trails for walking or cross country skiing 

Alternatives 3,7, 9. 11 end 13 do not designate any motorized trails. effectively eliminating opportunlties forthe 
legal use of unlicensed vehicles on the GWNF These alternatives are considered in detail in the FEIS One of 
these alternatives will be selected by the Regional Forester to 8 6 ~ ~  as the Revised Plan if ii is identfied as the 
alternative that maximizes net public benerns Appendix B lists numerous trail construction and reconstruction 
projects that will upgrade the Forest Trail System The projects will be prioritized on a yearly basis as funding 
becomes available The Forest does not receive enough snowfall to make cross county skiing a viable use 

Letter 134 An incredible fact of the preferred akernative Is the devotion of more attention to off road vehicles (ORVs) on 
the Forest than to the welfare of endangered species There is no regard for either the threat to Forest 
ecosystems or the waste of precious resources and pollution associated with these machines and the 'danger- 
ous babies' who operate them 
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Response Threatened, endangered, or sensitive species are protected In all aiternatives. 

Letter 148 In Anernalive 12, the acreage for ANtralls 1s 204,075. This constitutes nearly 20% of the total forest This is far 
too much The current A N  trail network under construction or In operation totals 13,732. Alternaiive 12 would 
increase this by 1488%. 

I want to atre86 my disapproval of plans .to expand the area for use of all-terrain vehicles. 

The acreage contained In Management Areas where A N  trail construction is allowed varies from none In 
Alternatives 3,7,9, I 1  and 13 to 925,162 acres In AHernfWe 4 with valylng amounls between allowed by other 
Alternatives 

Executive Order 11644 BL) amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OW use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and dlreoted 80 88 to protect the natural resource8 of the land. These natural resources 
will be protected under any abrnatrvethalls selected. The Regional Forester will select the Aiternabve that best 
maximizes nat public benefits wlth needs for motorized recreation opportunities being just one of many 
resource considerabons. 

Letter 1 157 

Response 

Letter 1268 

Response 

ANs  and mouniain bicycles should be prohlbded on FS trmls 

ANs  are prohibiied on all Forest trails except those that are spec6caliy designated for their use by Forest 
Supervisor's Orders Non-motorized mountain brcycles are permilied on all Forest trails except those in wilder- 
ness and the Appalachian Trail Nationwide, the Forest Servrce is commiited to the share-the-trail concept for 
non-motorized users. Wlth over 900 miles of trail, there ls plenty of opportunities for all, wrth minimal conflicts 

Letter I 161 

Lener 1349 

The fact 1s that ANs  are Incompatible wdh all the other recreational users. 

ATVs tear up trails and add noise pollution that is quite a bit worse than what the NF already suffers from cars 
and airplanes 

Why should the govt promote the energy-wasteful, dangerous and extremely obnoxious use of ANs  which 
disiurb and destroy alongside of the goals of hikers, campers, to appreciate, educate themselves, and preserve 
a pristine nature? The CNO are not equally legdimate goals They should not be given equal footing in a mgl 
scheme Furthermore, hikers and motor vehicles are completely incompatible Hikers don't like ndse and 
exhausi fumes 

(Flaws to draft plan Include) expansion of off-road motor vehiole use (mainly ANs) 

Letter 1596 

Letter 1552 

Letters 1976,249s 
No new A N  trails should be built 

A N  use Is not a tradihonal use of the forest and it tends to exclude all other recreational uses it also is very 
damaging to the land A study done In Michigan found out that lt would cost a billion dollars to repair the 
damage done by these vehicles so far The preferred plan states that peer pressure will be the main way of 
limning abuse. ORVers peer pressure will more likely enoourage users totravel off trails Without a clear effective 
plan to poiice this very intrusive use of the forest. It should not be alicwed at all What funds are available to 
police the ORVs and maintain trail8 and protect the environment? 

Please do not expand the range of ANs They pollute, destroy habnat and scare wiidllfe and people. 

A N  use should not be expanded. 

PATC urges the Forest Service to greatly restrict A N  use. 

I recommend that A N  use be limited to those A N  trails now established or that A N  use be abolished in the 
Forest along wiih OHV use 

Letter 2215 

Letter 2325 

Letter 2710 

Lener 5998 

Letter 4266 
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Response Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executwe Order 11989 recognizes OHV (including ATVJ use as leglti- 
mate on federal lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of those lands 
Motorized recreation Is a legltimate part of multiple use management very much as is hiking. hunting and 
camping, buttrails must be designed and controlled so as to avoid negative Impacts to the natural resources 

The lmpaots of the three existing ANtrails andthe one proposed are considered to be quite minlmal Other than 
noise. which Is generalfy no greaterthan that of a sedan driving along an open road, the impacts will be limlted 
only to the trail tread itsen. However. if slgntficant resource damage is found, the route will be closed perma- 
nently or until the srtuation is corrected 

The confliots between motorued and non-motorued use are recognized. Am's are restricted to trails in 
Management Area 11 which are designated fortheir use by Forest Supervisor's Orders AN'S are not permitted 
to go cro8s countty and are prohiblted in wilderness Wlth over a million acres an the Forest, there are vast areas 
where the non-motorized, experience may be had. Management Areas 6,8,9,13 and 21 spectfically emphasize 
nonmotorized. remote recreation. 

Letter 3665 No Increase In AWOHV vehicle use Rerouting exisbog routes away from areas such as Peters Mill Road near 
the Cypripedium reglnae family 

Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OHV use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands Any adverse effect on 
the rasourcas of an area will result in closure of the road or trad permanently cr until the situatmn is corrected 
Rerouting a spactfic trail is appropriately discussed at the prolect level bas.s 

Response 

Letter 3861 

Resoonse 

Letter 2530 

Letter 2572 

Letter 2050 

Letter 4224 

A N s  damage the Forest and its ecosystems, as well as make the Forest less aitractive to other human users 
I would prefer that no areas be designated for their use However. If they are to be permitted, require them to 
stay in designated areas and designate only the least sensttive biological areas for such use The number of 
designated areas (miles) should be no more than those currently so designated, and nowhere near as much 
(many) as proposedl 

A N s  are restricted to three exstlng trails on the Forest Slte specific environmental analysis must be completed 
on one proposed trail on the Deerfield District This analysis considers the trade-offs among the various 
resources of an area In all cases, cross country travel is prohibited Impacts, except for noise, will be limited 
to the trail tread Noise 1s expected to be no greater than that of a sedan traveling an open road In the Forest 

lfound no discussion of the adverse aesthetic impacts of off-road vehicle use. They create noise, pollution, ruts, 
destruction, and no doubt will increase the incidents of lmering along their trails 

There is no way to control ANs  and their detriment to the NF is well known. As the population in VA and 
surrounding states grows and as A N  popularrty Increases, the problem will get worse In exponential propor- 
tions. 

ThelncreaseduseofANsinwhatshould beQUIETforestlandshould bestopped We knowthatthey dogreat 
damage-disturbing wildltfe and habltat for wildlde, and cause erosion and NOISE 

Unlicensed vehicle use and the destruction to the forest floor that accompanies this use in the forest would also 
Increase dramatically [wdh AlternatNe 81 

I am pleased thatyou have IimltedtheuseofANs m the forest They are noisy, destructive, polluting machines 

I would like to express my concerns with all terrain vehicles ( A N $  k is important to restrict their activrties. My 
personal experience with ANs  has been to wltness unnecessary destruction, trespassing, and lack of respect 
by throwing trash 

Response The Revised Plan does not commlt to the construction or designation of any specific A N  trail routes It merely 
acknowledges that the construction of such routes in Management Area 11 is appropriate under the standards 
in Chapter 3 
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Speciiic concerns about noise, erosion, Ittiering, etc. are slte-specific issues that must be addressed in any 
proposal to construct or designate a new A N  trail system Such a proposal would require site-specdic analysis 
and disclosure of environmental lmpaots 

Letter 3688 Preserve the wilderness areas, serene, peaceful, devoid of the echoes of roaring off-road vehicles. so we can 
hear the birds for the future & our children1 

Existing wlldernesaes are preserved in ell aiternatives, Response 

Lener 2627 (Management according to Alternative 8 would resuh In further decreases In the biological diversity of the area 
by] contmulng encouragement of off-road and unlicensed vehicle use. 

Unlicensed O W E  (AWs) will be restricted to four trails designated by Forest Supewlsors Orders specthcally 
forthelr use Three of these ex161 end one 1s proposed. lmpaots of these trails ere limited to the trail ltseH Noise 
should be no greater than that of a sedan diNing on an open fore& road The amount of land involved is so 
small that biological diversrty will not be Impacted Licensed ORV's may use any open Forest road very much 
as any licensed vehicle Cross country travel by any type of motorized vehicle is prohibited. 

Response 

Letter 2693 

Letter 3568 

Response 

A N  use 1s aform of recreation to a great many people. but I feel that the harm greatly outweighs the advantages 
of their use in most instances Examples of this harm are noise pollution. erosion, taking away from the 'nature 
experience,' etc I have no problem with exceptions made lor people with disabilities 

I would liketo see A N  and ORV and hang gliders removed from the GWNF These trails and users, as has been 
proven, are not a muniplause, but a multiplaabuse of the GW k is costing taxpayers and federal government 
millions of dollars to make, maintained these abusive uses wlth no return in economics for any one 

A W s  are restricted to four tralls In the Forest, three of which have been built and are maintained in cooparation 
with volunteer groups ORV's and large licensed 4WD vehicles are restricted to open Forest roads very much 
as are other licensed vehicles Certain roads have been identified that are suitable for high clearance vehicles 
and offer the desired experience Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes 
on-highway-vehicle use as legitimate on federal lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect ihe natural 
resources of these lends Hang gliders are using two existing sltes and have two proposed sites in the Revised 
Plan These sfies are constructed and maintained in cooperation with organized clubs 

Each of these ectrvtiies Is a recognued. legitimate part of mukipla use management Such management does 
not mean that every acre of land will be used for every acbvlty. Expenses are minimized by using volunteers 

Letter 3716 

Response 

Letter 3893 

Letter 391 1 

ResDonse 

Any increase In CWRoad-Vehlcle (ORV) usage would jeopardue the health of the forest ecosystem and spoil 
most beck-country recreational opportunities (back-pecking, camping, native trout fishing. etc ) 

Management Areas 6,0,9, and 21 spewfically offer non-motorized. remote recreation opportunities. those types 
mentioned In the comment These Management Areas cover vast areas and are spread throughout the Forest. 
Cross country travel by any type of vehicle is prohibited. Licensed 4WD vehicles are restricted to open roads 
Certain roads have been identilied as sulrable for high clearance vehicles only The health of the Forest will not 
be jeopardized by these vehicles 

The ldeathat these loggers and four wheelers can use the parkto benefit the rest of us is idiotic. These machines 
cause pollution. accidents, erosion and frighten the game. 

All non-rescue ANs  (e g , ambulance orvehlcles used for the distinct purposes of transporting injured persons) 
are Incompatible with the role of a national park The two existing areas open to ANs are more than sufficient 
NO new A N  trails should be bulk In the GWNF 

The GWNF is a National Forest. not a National Park, managed for multiple uses In accordance wlth the Multiple 
Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 which directs that Nahonal Forests shall be managed for outdoor reoreation, 
range, timber, watershed. and wildlife end fish purposes This doesn't mean that every acre is managed for 
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every use however. Licensed vehlclas are restricted to open roads and unlicensed vehicles are restricted to 
trails that are designed end designated by their use. 

Erosion Is mlnlmlzed by proper road and trail design and construction. 

Letter 3893 These machines give people who are too lazy to walk and observe nature a weapons platform like a tank to 
assauii probably the last hardwood forest worth looking at on the whole Eastern seaboard. 

Vast acreages in Management Areas 6,6,9, and 21 are managed with an emphasis on non-motorized remote 
recreation. Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 reMgnlzes OHV use a8 legKimate use 
on federal lands to be controlled and directed 80 asto protect the natural re8Qurces of those land6 Motorized 
recreation is a recognized part of outdoor recreation under the Mult ipl~ Use Sustained Yield Act of 1 W .  

Response 

Letter 4034 An extremely undesirable fact ofthe preferred alternative Is the devotion of more attention to O W s  on the Forest 
than to the welfare of endangered species. On p 3-16 of the DElS we read that 16,999 acres of the Forest are 
devoted to these wasteful destructive toys. There is no regard for elther the threat to forest ecosystems or (he 
waste of resources and pollution associated with these machines 

Vehicular Impacts In Management Area 11 are restricted to the roads and trails. Cross country travel is not 
permitted. There are no listed endangered species in Management Area 11. R any are found and would be 
Impacted, they would be protected Impacts on the ecosystems of the Forest have been and will be analyzed 
on a project level basis. 

Response 

ALL-TERFL4lN VEHICLE (ATV) USE Advocacy of Use 

Letter I t  43 Alternatlve 8 only allows 5 riding areas and prohibits multiple-use This is wholly inadequate More areas and 
multiple-use are needed 

The Draft as presented does not meet the needs of our members or the other users of these vehicles It is 
inadequate, ignores thO projections of use and need for oppatunlty on the forest and is overly restrictive for 
future uws. 

Letter I I 64 

Letters 1866, 1871,2001 
AR 8 Is terribly deficient in the amount of opportunities tt would make available to me and the 135,030 or so 
others who also enioy nature while riding ANs I strongly oppose Ail 8 

Ldters 2236, 3519 
I am opposed to Aii 8 il Is terribly deficient in the amount of opportunlties available to me and otherswho enjoy 
riding an A N  

I oppuse the proposed Plan AR 8 il does not make available opportunities for me and other A N  riders 

I am strongly opposed to the Proposed Plan Alternative 8 HIS terrible in the amount of opportunities available 
to enjoy nature while nding on A N .  

I am strongly opposed tothe proposed plan AR 8 il is terribly deficient in the amount of opportunlties available 
to me and other disabled people who like to enloy nature on an A N  

We are opposed to Alternative R8. It is terribly deficient in the amount of opportunities available to my family 
and the 135,030 or so others who like to enloy nature while riding an AN. 

Acknowledgement has been made that one of the trade-offs associated wtth selecting Alternative 8A as the 
Revised Plan is a limitation on ell-ierrain vehicle opportunities 

Based on comments received on the Draft Revised Plan and DEIS, has reevaluated the opportunities for 
providing all-terrain vehicle use in these nineteen areas has been reevaluated in light of the goals, objectives 
and desired future condltlon of the Forest Selvice preferred aiiernative This reevaluation is documented in the 

Letter 2244 

Letter 231 1 

Letter 2528 

Letter 4263 

Response 
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Lmer 2032 

Response 

proceas paper lncorporabon of the NFMA Requirements for Off-Road Vehicle Use into the Revision of the Land 
and Resource Management Pian for the Cleorge Washington N~UOMI Forest 

Forest Plan Alternative 12 Is much better than Aliernatlve 8. A total of 17 riding areas would be available for OW 
use, multipleuae areas need to be considered to tle those 17 areas together 

Alternative 12 only commits to nine A N  routes atthough additional routes might be located In Management 
Areas 16 or 17. AQrnaiive 12 Includes the parallel trail concept which could be used to connect A N  routes 

Letter 3982 

Response 

The figures demonstrata a decrease In semi-prlmtiive motorized from current Inventoly for ten ov( of 14 
atternaiives, Including Inexplicably AlternatNe 4 which purportedly favors motorized recreation. This clearly 
demonstrates the failure to plan lor dlspersed motorized recreation In most alternatives 

A close review of the ROS deflnltlons is advised. Semi-primitive motorized is notthe only placewhere motorized 
recreation occurs in fact, most will occur In roaded natural. ROS Is classified by more than roads or motorized 
access. Also included are such considerations as managerial smng and oiher evidence of humans It stands 
to reason that the more people we have out there, the less primtilve the environment 

Letter 3982 

Response 

There is lmle recognrtlon of the impacts of other kinds recreation other than motorized in this section and 
throughout the DEB and Draft Plan There is little attempt to promote cooperation among motorized and 
non-motorized groups There Is lmle attempt to reconcile other resource activnles (like timber harvesting) with 
motorized recreation 

The Forest has had excellent relationships and cooperation with groups and Individuals from many, many 
differing Interests. In fact, the entire planning process, with the many public meetings and cooperating working 
groups has been evidence of the Forest's attempt to get folks to work together. Issues that have been brought 
up during the process have been used to direct the development of the Revised Plan. Each Management Area 
discusslon Is broken down wlth subheadings on the relationship of the resources within the Management Area 

Letier 4239 

Response 

I'm a trail biker. I've heard your department thinks that we won't care dour legel riding areas in the George 
Washington Natlonal Forest are taken away from us I would certainly care I would like to know how we have 
appeared not inierested In the trails we do currently enjoy So, i and fellow trail bikers could avoid another 
sltuatlon like this, I would like you to wrlte back to me with your teams reasons why your department thought 
we would not miss the loss of the trail bike riding areas 

The Forest has never maintained that A N  riders weren't interested in using and maintaining the existing ATV 
trail system. All existing A N  trails have clubs that have constructed and maintain these trails 

Lener 138 

Response 

Letter 873 

Letter 1144 

As an off road motorcycle enthusiast of many years, I feel that the drafi plan is far too restrictive providing too 
little area for potential ORV trail development 

Executive Order 11644 as emended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes O W  use as legiiimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands The Forest recognizes 
off road motorcycle use as part of this Any licensed motorcycle will be allowed on open Forest Development 
Roeds and will be allowed on trails developed for motorized use in Management Area 11 wlth specific 
SUP~NISCI'S Orders permfilng use by unlicensed vehicles 

The plan does not adequately provide for the recreational use of off-road vehicles does not provide sutficient 
area or trail mileage to meet the needs of the riding public The 'Parallel Trail' concept placing trails adjacent 
io existing open mads should be put Into the plan The Draft Plan is overly restrictive regerding primitive roads 
shared by &wheel drive, OHV/AN's and trail bikes. The plan fails to consider the recently passed legislation 
calling for development of motoraed trails on public lands. 

The quality of the trails is excellent, but the quantity of ORV trails is marginal Additional trails would be a big 
plus. and attract more users Multiple use trails and woods roads work vev successfully. 
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Response Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executlve Order i t989 recognizes OHV use as legdimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources ofthe land The alternatives in the FEIS 
present a broad range of opportuntiies for OHV's Including A N &  The Regional Forester will select the 
alternative that maximizes net public beneflts balancing consideration for OHV use and the needs for other 
resource management 

All licensed O W s  including 4-wheel-drive trucks and motorcycles may use any open Forest Road Several of 
thebe are accessible only by high clearance vehicles A W s  as unlicensed vehlcles are restricted to trails in 
Management Area 11 that Ere specdlcally designated for ATV use In aome cases, these trails may be shared 
by licensed vehicles 

The Forest 1s unaware of any recently passed legislatlon calling for development of trails for motorized use 

Letter t i43 

Letter 2032 

Response 

Motorcycllsw and ATVs bring economic bonuses to your area. 

Motorcycle and ORV rider8 are, and will contlnue to be, a posltive economic factor for local merchants 

The Forest recognizes that there are both direct and Indirect beneflts to the local economies resuning from use 
by motorcyclists and A N  riders 

Letter 1580 

Response 

H other people can't ride. they're going to sneak on the trail and ride 

It is assumed that this comment refers to illegal use of OHV's in the Forest Just because people knowingly and 
willingly ride illegally in the Forest, doesn't make ti all right or acceptable to do so This is and will be a law 
enforcement problem 

Letters 147,148.149, 1%?,t53,t%, I.%, 156, 157,i56.159, tm,  t61,162,t63 
The George Washington National Forest tenyear plan has been drafted and ti is very restrictive for ANs, OHV 
and trail bike users I think the plan should be rewrmen to include more accesslbie areas for these vehicles 

I'm writing to request your consideration of expanding the trail system in the (3WNF. The existing trails are great, 
but more miles of trails that can be linked togetherfora 5010 t W-mile loop are needed to generate more interest 
for people travelling several hours for a day of riding. This would elso lessen the impact of repeated riding on 
a shorter trail system Most of the people Involved in off-roading ere middleincome families and generate 
sbable amounts of dollars to local economies Motorcyclists prefer backcountly. rugged terrain, rough access 
and logging roads, and other undesirable areas that are not of much interest to other recreational groups using 
the forest 

I am sure you are aware of the increase in area A N  users. We need more areas with a wider range of skill levels 
designed into the trails We need your support of Alternative t2, This will help ensure the continued evailabiliiy 
of Environmentally sound recreation facilities for A N  use 

I am asking your support of considering more A N  irails 

There Bra not many placesto rldewhere ti is safe and legal We feel that there would be even more riders If more 
trails were available This area is beautiful and we spend a lot of money in Virginia just to enjoy our sport 

Increase the number of off-road motorsport riding trails in the forest 

The draft does not provide sufficient area or trail mileage to meet the needs of the riding public 

Table 32 displays the number of unlicensed OHV trail routes by aiternative Alternatives 4, 5, and 12 call for 
substantial increase in the number of trail routes 

The Revised Plan calls for maintaining the three existing trails and for the construction of one new trail 
specifically designated for A N  use Designation by Forest Supervisor's Order make the trails legal for use by 
unlicensed vehicles In addition to safety tor riders, protection of the natural resources is a must Evaluation of 

Letter t6M) 

Letter 1876 

Letter 2015 

Letter 2015 

Letler 2250 

Letter 3623 

Response 
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the impacts to natural resources for lhe proposed trail will be compleled on a project level basis The money 
spent by A N  riders 1s recognized as an economic benefk to local communltles 

Lener 2299 While I agree that AWs should not have free run of the torests, A N  trails are perfectly reasonable and 
appropriate especially considering the ever declinlng areas available elsewhere in which to ride these vehicles 

I fully support your dfolts to make ANlmotorcycle trails available 

ATV trails are reasonable and appropriate 86 a iegnimate pert of muliiple use management Four areas in the 
Forest are designated for A N  trails Three trails have been constructed and one is proposed 

Letter 2354 

Response 

ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE (Arv) USE Management of U s e  

Lener 1268 

m e r  1082 

Letter I ~ M )  

Letter 1615 

Letter 2345 

Letter 2590 

Loner sa 

Lener 3604 

Lener 3785 

Ldter 3899 

Response 

ORVs such as ANs  should be prohibited in the GWNF ANs  are Incompatible with the purposes of the park 
they create unnecessary noise and air pollution, they cause injuries (both to A N  users and to others), and they 
lead to serious erosion problems The use of mountain bicycles creates problems similar to those caused by 
off-road motorized vehicles, 1 e ,  injuries to bicyclisis and others and erosion problems. 

n seems to me like there are plenty of trails for them (AlVs) as rt is now anyhow - why create new roads? It lust 
costs money and aids erosion 

ORV use should be confined to selected areas where they are less likely to do damage tothe land by increasing 
erosion and where the noise they create will not impact on those who prefer quiet Unfortunately the noise of 
some of these vehicles travels great distances in the forest Perhaps trails should be provided for them in 
portions of the forest that are dedicated to clearcutting 

All-terrain vehicles are destructive to the forest, to human lives as well, especially children I oppose their 
existence, period H we are stuck wiih them, againstall common sense, they must be closely regulated and kept 
to existing roads There needs to be a strong emphasis on law enforcement with on-site enforcement officers 
to Inspect these machines for safety devices (helmets must be required) and noise suppression devices. Any 
evidence of abuse of these areas (such as persistent and excessive linering or failure to abide by regulations) 
should lead to closing the trails for future use 

I am particularly concerned about the 5 proposed A N  trails I am categorically opposed to sening aside areas 
of our public lands for use by [ A N  users]. ANs are destructive They disturb wildlde and ruin habitat They 
cause erosion and sination in our streams They are noisy. When an area is set aside for A N  use, other uses, 
such as hiking. blrdwetching. camping, hunting, and fishing are excluded Ofthe five muQiple uses, wildlife, 
protection of water quallty, grazing, and other forms of recreation are not compatible with AW use 

Curtail illegal A N  use 

ANs. A sensible approach is neededforvehiciesthat are incompatible on any National Foresttrail This revised 
plan may be the best opportunity to protect the environment 

ORV travel must be carefully restrlcted now or they will become a major threat to the GW Forest 

The use of off-road vehioles should be permitted only to the extent mandated by multi-use guidelines, andthese 
guidelines should be reduced d the evidence of A N  destruction continues to mount 

Use of all-terrain vehicles (ANs) is Inappropriate ior public land use, especially national forest lands No new 
A N  trails should be bulk Impacts of current A N  trail use on the forest and wildlife must be studied and 
appropriate remedial action taken d necessary to preserve the Integrity of the GWNF. 

Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OW (Including ATV) use as legiti- 
mate on federal lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of those lands 
Motorized recreation is a legitimate part of munipls use management very much as is hiking, hunting and 
camping, buttrails must be designed and controlled so as to avoid negatlve impacts to the natural resources 

I - 235 Management of A N  Use 
ALL-TERFLAIN VEHICLE (Arv) USE 



The Impacts of the three axisilng A N  trails and the one p r o w  are consklered to be quite minimal. However 
# significant resource damage Is found, the route will be closed permanently or until the sduatlon Is corrected 

The conflicb belween motorized and non-motorhed use we recognized AN'S are restrided to trails in 
Management Area 11 which are designated forthelr use by Forest Supelvisor's Orders. AWs are not permined 
to go croas country and are prohibited in wliderneas. With overs mllllon acres on the Forest, there are vasi areas 
where the non-motorized, experience occur. Management Areas 6, 8. S, 13 and 21 specdically emphasize 
non-motorlzed, remote recreation. 

Letter 181 Provide muitl-use trail syehms for scheduled group sclivitles lncludlng hikers, mountain bikes, horses and 
OW. These trails should be located adjacent to exlstlng or proposed group camps. 

The Forest Service has found that motorized and non-motorized trails are not totally compatible. ATV tra116 are 
limned lo  those lying In Management Area 11. OW use is not permmed on othw system trails, except for the 
Neal Run trail developed lo  provide eccess for persons wnh aisabllhles. 

Response 

Leiiers 147,148,149,152,153,154,155,156,157,158,159,160,161, I&?, I63 
i think the parallel trail concept is e very good idea. 

Letters 181, 376, 1164 
Adopt the Parallel Trail concept, which permHs OWtralls to be developed within an average of 400 yards on 
each side of the existing road systems This permHs wide user dispersion and improves the safety of trail users. 
This also provides s wide variety of riding opportundles. 

There was a concept of trail corridors parallel to existing roads that was endorsed by ai1 patties In the one and 
a half years of public meetings it has great meril and was one of the few areas where ell parties agreed, an.d 
yetihe Drafi Plan completely Ignores dl 

I feel that the 10 year plan does not provide sufficient area of trail mileage to meet the needs of the motorcycle 
riding public The 'Parallel Trail' concept of placing trails adjacent to existing open roads should be put into the 
pian since this concept w88 endorsed et the public meetings by all parties The pian Is overly restrictive 
regarding primdive roads shared by four-wheel-drive, OHV/ANs, and trail bikes 

The 'Parallel Trail' system was endorsed by all parhes at public meetings. yet Ignored in the 10 year plan. 

The parallel trail concept has been Incorporated Into reformulated verslons of Alternatives 4, 5 and 12 In the 
FEIS. If one of these is identified as the alternative which maximizes net vublic benefits. It will be selected by 
the Regional Forester to selve 88 the Revised Plan. 

Letter 2903 

Letter 2523 

Letter 3623 

Response 

Letter 2041 Several sites have been suggested for the proposed A N  trails. The Deeltield District slte is particularly 
unsuitable This area is prime bear habltat and is adlacent to the Elliott Knob roadless area, which is known to 
have a number of sensdive plant species The area proposed for ATV use has not been thoroughly inventoried 
The same planis may be found in this area In addition, this areas Is extremely steep end therefore unsuitable 
for ATV use Generally speaking, placing an ATVtraii beside a roadless area IS n d  a good idea. There is a high 
risk of illegal spillover use in the roadless area Elliott Knob is one of the wilde5t and most unique areas of the 
forest We need to protect lt 

LeUen 3537. 4241 
The suggestion of opening a trail complex on the Deerheld Ranger District is absolutely unacceptable Not only 
is this a pristine environment bordering the Elliott Knob Roadless Area, bui d contains areas with sensitive 
species and a large black bear population 

The Archer area 15 identified for proposed construction of an ATV trail system Before this trail is constructed, 
an environmental assessment must be completed on a project level basis to determine impacts on natural 
reeources of the area Any sensttive plant and animal species that must be protected will be noted in the 
assessment The public will be provided an opportunity to comment on any such proposal before a decision 
Is made 

Response 
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Lener 1453 

Response 

A N  development ahould be cut back on All. 12. 

The ID Team has worked wkh indlvlduals. organiratlons and agencies to formulate alternatives that respond to 
lsaues in a manner that lk conslstem wlth the Ideologies of the dmerent user groups Involved and concerned 
about the management of the Forest A moderate to high number of A N  tralls are consistent wkh the ideology 
represented by Ahernatlve 12 

LMer 80 

Response 

I'm not crazy about oil road vehlcles but1 agreethatthey deserve places10 ride. I hope you are also conslderlng 
mountain blke 11a11s. 

The Forest encourages muniple use of non-motorked tralls by mounialn bikes, horses, and hlkers. The vast 
majority of the Forest's 950 miles of trall are aveilable for mountain bicycle use The notable exceptlons are the 
62 mlles of the Appalachlan Trail on the Pedlar Diatrlot and trails In Wildernesses. As demand dictates, 
Informational brochures may be developed and lndlvldual tralls may be adopted by mounialn bicycle users 

Letter 735 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Response 

According to the DElS (p. c-lOl) ,  an ORVIAN group hea Idaninled pert of the Mi. Pleasant Area for OHV trails. 
Akhough I understand the need to accommodate thelr needs, turely there 1s an abundance of acreage on the 
dlstrlct sukable for this type of use In areas not likely l o  be considered for future Wildernew deslgnation. The 
astablishmem of OHV tralls In the area would not only confllct wkh and limn primitive recreation opportun~Iles, 
bu( would 0180 establish a use Incompatible wnh the deslgnatlon of Wilderness. 

The Forest Service prderred allernalive recognizes ihat segments of FDR 51 enter the Mt. Pleasant Area from 
the north and the south. The north segment extends Into the area for 1 mile and the south segment extends Into 
the area for 3/4 mile. The road 1s opened on the first day of trout season and closed at the end of beer hunting 
season. Because the mad no longer goes all the way through the area. us8 1s low. The road 18 not designated 
fo rAN use.Thosehuntersandsnglersthatusetheroadrelyon~toprov1deeccesstothelnterlorofthatportion 
of the Mi. Pleasant area. 

The W T F  recommends that all A N  trails be closed from March 15 to July 31 to allow an undisturbed perlod 
tor nesting and poUH imprlnting Wkh the broods and hens. Thls 18 a150 ImDOrtant reDroduction Deriod for 
many other species that require undisturbed areas. 

A N  use is oonflned to trail systems wiihln Management Area 81 1. The Plan provides for four AN trail systems 
Wdhin this amail portion of the Forest, k Is predicted that there will be a year-round demand for use. 

Letter 1089 

Letter 1806 

Letter 4012 

Response 

Motorized vehicle use on forest trails should be extremely Iimlted. 

I hope to encourage you to llmd the access of A N &  Response In the Revised Forest Plan, AN'S are restricted 
to four trails, three existing and one proposed 

PATC urges the Forest Service to greatly reslrici A N  use within the George Washington National Forest 

In the preferred alternative, motorized use of Forest Trails Is limited to specific trails in Management Area 11 that 
are designated as open to their use by Forest Supervisor's Orders This includes thrae existing trails and one 
proposed trail. 

Lettar 3843 

Response 

The Department 1s concerned about development of all-terrain vehicleloff-highway vehlole (ANIOHV) and 
developed recreation plans for Anernative 10 We recommend that the Alternative 8 option, which limits 
ANIOHV use to 16,999 acres afforest, be incorporated into the Alternative 10 forest plan 

The FEE explores a range of alternatives that contain drffering responses to issues. There Is no advantage in 
modifying Alternatlve 10 so that k provides the same response as another alternative 
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Letter 1345 

Response 

lwould liketo seethe NF openedupforfour-wheeler useon remote backwoodstrails for hunitng purposes only 
The NF could also designate speotfic trails for people who want to ride four-wheelers for recreational purposes 
only. 

The Forest will have designated tralls for recreational u88 of A N s  Addrttonelly. certain trails may be open to 
A N s  during hunting season speclfically for use by persons wlth dlseblldies Experience has shown that 
motorized and non-motorized u888 do not work on trails, and therefore, due to these unaoceptable confliots 
among users. unacceptable damage to natural resources on trails not designed and managed for motorized 
use, and law enforcement difficulties. the rest of the Forest's trails are olosed to motorized use 

Letter I 546 

Response 

Isn't 13 possible that d you allow exiensive off-terrain vehicle use in the Forest at all that this will increase the 
demand and pressure on the Forest to expand this use? Why encoursge off-terrain vehicle use at all? Isn't this 
use inconsistent wlth the Forest's role as a harbor for rare and endangered species. for solitude, and natural 
beauty that cannot be found elsewhere? 

Providing opportunlties for motorized recreation Is part of multiple use management and Is consistent wlth the 
role that the Forest Sewice plays in providing outdoor reoreation All threatened, rare and endangered species 
will be protected In all aiternatives The Forest will provide ample opportunlties lor solitude, especially wiihin 
Management Areas 4, 6, 8. 9, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 21 in the preferred alternative 

Letter 1644 

Latter 3840 

Response 

Letter 1644 

Response 

The A N  trail network (MA 11) proposed in the preferred anernatlve for the Jerrys RunIBrushy Mountain area 
appears to involve unacceptably high environmental Impacts The area contains a number of system hiking 
trails, including Jerry's RunTreil, which is signed on Interstate €4 An A N  network would be incompatible with 
a hiking trail network in the same area because of noise. it would also be difficuk to pravent ATV use of the 
non-motorized trail system Jerry's Run is a trout stream. which could be impacted by A N  use of the area 
Hunting use in this area would also be affected negatively Moreover, an A N  trail has been approved on the 
nearby Patterson Creek area on the Jefferson National Forest This complex should provide for any A N  
demand in this viclnw 

The A N  trail proposed for Brushy Mtn Area appears to have a number of conflicting aspects' 1 Jerry Run 
Hiking Trail - user conflict, noise levels for the hiking trail, potential illegal use of this hiking trail 2 Jerry's Run 
Trout Stream - Potential Conflict 

This proposal for constructlon of the Jerry's Run ATV trail system has been removed from the Revised Forest 
Plan 

The Peters Mill Run A N  trail and OHV road should be dropped because of the conflict wlth the Special 
Biological Area impacts The trailhoad design is inadequate to prevent vehicles from leaving the route and 
causing damage in adjoining forest areas A N  use should be restricted to trails speoially designed for such use, 
and OHV use should take plaoe only on routes which are open to the general public 

The special biological area will be protected The Ranger District is working closely with organized groups to 
prevent negative impacts while still providing for motorized recreation opportunities Am's are limited to 
specifically designated routes Cross country travel by A N 6  is not permitted OHV's may use only routes that 
are open to the general public 

Letter 3962 

Re S D 0 n S e 

EIS The Peters Mill Run ( A N  Trail) system needs to be closed until the destroyed plant life returns 

If unacceptable damage occurs on the Peters Mill run ATV trail lt will be closed until the situation is corrected 
This will be done on a project level basis, outside the scope of the Revised Plan 

Letter 1644 The A N  trail network (MA 11) proposed in the preierred alternative for the Archer area appears to involve 
unacceptably high environmentel Impacts This portion of Great North Mountain provides habitat for bear. 
which would be impacted by the ATV use The nature of the terrain is not conducive to limiting ATVs to an 
isolated area The North Mountain Trail would be impacted by noise, and It 1s doubtful if illegal A N  use of the 
hiking trail could be prevented 
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Response The Archer A N  area 1s Included In the Revised Plan A project level environmental assessment has not been 
completed for this trail Possible Impacts mentioned in the comment will be examined during the proiect level 
evaluation 

Letter 1655 

Letter 1835 

Response 

The noise from ATVs takes away from the sec1usion and peace af the woods. Keep them restricted to one small 
area of the forest so that the horrific noise these things make 1s not soon heard wherever one hikes. The same 
holds true for ANtrails Please keep them llmlted Can they una some recent logging trails in just one area of 
the forest? 

Lands available for A N  use - 16,999 acres ll that's not enough, let them go elsewhere to another W e  to be 
argued over 

A N s  are restricted to four areas on the Forest In the Revised Plan-three existing and one proposed 

Leiier 1886 

Letter 2272 

Leiter 3660 

Response 

Enforce existing regulatlons on ANs, build no new A N  trails, and analyze the imp8Ns of ANs  on the Forest 

Existing A N  use should be closely monltored and analyzed to determine 116 effect on the environment All 
existing regulations should be strictly enforced No new A N  trails should be built 

AN lOW use should be IimHed and monitored closely for abuse 

AWs will be limlted to the three existing and one proposed trail Before constructlon of the proposed trail, a 
project specific analysis will be completed on the Impacts of AWs Similar analysis has been completed forthe 
three existing trails 

Letter 2066 

Response 

Areas sultable for ATV trails should be designated by number and length of trails rather than overall acreage. 
it should be clear that trails wlll be permitted only II there Is SUCC~SS in achieving responsible management by 
the user groups This project wlll continue to be on trial I believe the whole treatment of A N  areas In the draft 
plan does not have the right toneto it 

The wording in the Revised Plan has been modlfied io more clearly indicate that AWs are permitted only on 
trailsthat are specdically designated for their use and that no cross countly use 1s permitted The entire acreage 
listed In Management Area 11 where A N  trails ere developed Is not available for ATV use 

Letter 2232 

Response 

Provisions in the Plan to set up monltoring of ATVtrails, lf standards are violated, it should be clearly stated that 
the trails should be closed down 

The Revised Plan clearly indicates that if significant resource damage is found, routes will be closed perma- 
nently or until the unacceptable situation Is corrected 

Letter 2345 

Response 

Lener 2345 

Response 

H there is a need for reconstruction of trails or restoration of damaged resources, please ask users groups to 
pay, not the taxpayers 

The Forest ha6 excellent relations and cooperation with A N  user groups who have volunteered time, materials, 
and effort in construction and maintenance of A N  trails. 

Establish standards for A N  trails If there is degradation, close the trails. 

This is done in Management Area 1 i and is applicable In all alternatives that offer motorized recreation 
oppoltunities. 
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L e e r  2345 

Response 

Close ATV tralis during wet seasons when the soil and vegetetion are more susceptible to damage. 

When damage occurs or an area is susceptible to damage, ANtraiis will be closed and wlil remain so until the 
situation is corrected 

Letter 2366 

Response 

I feel A N  use on FS land should proceed only when local groups will sponsor trails A N  use holds a real threat 
to other multiple uses, especially wlldllfe, water quallty. 

The Revised plan proposes one A N  trail system in addnion to the three that exist This will be developed only 
siter expressed public interest is noted with an organizational commitment to adopt the trail for matntenance 
and protectlon. Project level analysis will consider impacts ofthis proposed trail on other resources 

Letter 2492 

Response 

Alternative 8 will stili meet 213% of projected demand for OW use in remote araas and 2,5226 of the demand 
in less remote ares. 

The Forest Service Manual 2355 03 provides for motorized recreation opportunlties when, among other condi- 
tions, there is a demmdrated demand 

The demand estimates in Table 3-20 of the DEiS were developed under a procedure described In detail in the 
prooess paper Dispersed Recreatfon Demand ,4na/ys/s dated May 17, 1989 This information essentially 
compared the demand for recreation opportunlties in different settings (ROS classes) with the capacw of the 
land to provide those settings. This estimate is a recreation-visitor day per acre companson that does not take 
into account the infra-structure needed to support A N  opportuntties 

Since the draft environmental impact statement was Issued, the Forest has received numerous letters, calls and 
visits from interested parties indicating that there is an unmet demand for both licensed and unlicensed OHV 
opporlunrlies In response to this concern, the Forest evaluated the estimated demand for both licensed and 
unlicensed off-highway vehicle recreational use from the current Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plans (SCORP) for Virginia and West Virginia The details of this evaluation are discussed in Appendix B Table 
34 displays the estimated demand in miles for four wheel and motorcycle off-road use for the Forest 

The FEE uses the comparison of the estimated miles of roads or trails available for licensed and unlicensed 
OHVs with the anticipated demand for these roads or trails as the best indication of sn unmet demand for 
licensed or unlicensed OHV opportunlties Table 34 displays the result of this oomparison for each of the 
aiternatlves. 

Letter 2536 

Response 

No newANroedsshouldbe buiit-theuseofthesevehiciesintheforestneedsmuchmoreanalysisof imp& 
before the forest service recommends increasing areas dedicated to their use. 

Project level analysis considering impacts of A N  use will be completed for any new trails There is an on-going 
review of the impacts of existing tralls. 

Letter 2557 

Response 

Trails in the GWNF should be maintained in their current condition They should not be improved to allow 
addltional all-terrain vehicle use. A N s  should be limlted to their ourrent areas of operation 

Tothe exlent funding allows, trails will be maintained on the Forest There are piansfor one addltional motorized 
trail which will be constructed only after project level evaluation of the impacts of such a trail 

Letter 2664 The VWTF is opposed to ATV use on the National Forests in Virginia However. even though we do not agree 
wlth ATJ use, we are aware of the mandate to allow some controlled access Trail mileage should be determined 
by the abildy to avoid conflicts wlth wildlife, natural resources and other recreational uses, rather than striving 
to meet pre-established mileage goals 
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ReSDOllSe Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11988 recognkes OW use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed o as to protect the natural resources of these lands A N  tralls in the Revlsed 
Plan will be managed to minimize impaots on other resources. 

Letter 26M Tralls should only be opened when a responsible user club comes forward and agrees in wrlting to help 
construct and malntain the route on a cooperatbe basls All A N  use on the Forest should be confined to these 
designated trails MA 17 which has been designated for Intensive Umber management should be considered 
as sites for expansion of the A N  (rail system f demand requires it The public will be used to seeing more 
activHy in MA 17 and may not object to A N  use in those area8 Use of A N  trails after dark Is not acceptable 
to the WJTF The VWTF encourages the GWNF to incorporate wlldlh habitel enhancement projeots Into the 
cooperative agreements with the A N  user groups as mNgaUon in MA 11. 

The Forest has excellent relationships with cooperallng groups and individuals in constructing and maintaining 
A N  trail systems AWs are restricted to trails designated by Forest Supervisor's Orders in Management Area 
11. Cross country lravel Is prohibited Wlldilfe management actlvnies are permmed in Management Area 11 

Response 

Letter 2903 The Draft Pian just does not provide sufficient trail mileage to meat the well documented use demand and this 
violates one of your bask principles of forest planning it is overly restrictive regarding primitive roads which 
can be shared by four wheel drive vehicles, ANs/ORVs/ and mountain bikes (as well as by hikers) Many such 
roads already exist in the G W. and should be utilized as such a recreation resource 

Experience has shown that motorized and non-motorized use of trails is not safe. Anernalive 4 would maximize 
4WD access by causing some of the old, restored roads (not on the Transportation System) to be included In 
the Forest Systems Roads Inventory. This would allow up to 1650 miles of road l o  be open at least seasonally 
The Regional Forester will select Ailernalive 4 as the preferred aiternetlve If it is determined to be the one that 
best maximizes net public benefits 

Response 

Letters 147,148,149,152,153,154,155,156,157,156,159,160,161,162,163 
The plan fails to consider recentlv oassed aovernment leaislation caIIIna for develooment of motorized trails 

Letter 2903 

Response 

. .  
and public lands 

The Draft Plan, in lts restrictive approach to motorized trail uses, fails to address recent congressional legislation 
to provide gasoline tax funding for motorized and non-motorized trail development and maintenance The draft 
plan fails out of step wlth congressional and senate mandates and jeopardizes capturing significant funds to 
help alleviate your constant budget squeeze, Since these funds would only become available for combined 
development of motorued and non motorized trails and would need a land management plan that allowed 
realistic development of motorized trail recreation opportunities 

We ere unaware of any recent Congressional legislation that provides gasoline tax funding for motorized and 
non-motorized trail development and maintenance Word of such legislation and associated funds would come 
down through The Secretary of Agriculture, the Forest Service Washington Office and the Southern Regional 
Office. At such time as any funds are available, be assured that the Forest will work to get its fair share 

- - - 

Response 

Letter 3567 

We oppose the constructicn of any new ORV trail systems. Use of OHV/ORVs should be restricted to the two 
exlsting trail systems, Taskers Gap end Peters Mill Run located on the Lee Ranger District. A full report should 
be included in the EIS which analyzes current environmental damage caused by the trail systems and address- 
es the problem of illegal OHV/ORV use in the region as well as other regions of the forest. 

The Forest presently has three existing A N  trail systems Rocky Run, Taskers GapPeter Mill Run, and South 
Pedlar Graph 231 displays the number of unlicensed trail systems No alternative explores the option of only 
retelnlng the Taskers GapPeter Mill Run Trail system 

ANs should not be allowed on forest service land d you find that this is not possible, then their use must be 
severely curtailed No new A N  trails should be constructed and the Peters Mill trail should be closed due to 
its proximty to sensdive areas and the inability to keep the vehicles from getting off of the trail. There need to 
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Response 

be specific guidelines for the determinabon of any degradation of the trails used and a clear policy that when 
this degradation reaches a certain threshold, that closura and rehabiltlation will occur 

One new trail is proposed under the Revised Plan Project level analysis must be completed with regard to 
impacts on natural resources before this trail 1s constructed. The Peters Mill trail and, in fact, all trails will be 
monltorad for adverse impacts M unacceptable damage occurs, the trail will be closed and will remain so until 
the s11uation is corrected 

Letter 3640 

Letter 3646 

Response 

I oppose expanding the areas open to all-terrain vehicles While AN$  are an enthusiastic recreational pursu~I 
for some segments of the populabon. A N s  are desiruciwe to the environment and must be strictly regulated 

Limn rather than expand access for off-highway vehicles (Ow. The b e a w  and tranquility of nature should not 
be compromised by the destruciwe and dlsquieting effect of OHV 

A N s  will be restricted to four trails in Management Area 11 thai are designated as available for use by Forest 
Supervisor's Orders Any unacceptable damage to the resources will resuk in closure of the trail until the 
sltuation is corrected. 

Letter 3685 

Response 

Letter 3705 

Response 

I encourage you to locate OHV trails as far from sensltive areas of the forest as possible. so that any drivers 
tempted to wander off the trarl will ai least be wandaring where they will cause minimal damage 

In all cases, cross country travel is prohiblted Unlicensed vehicles are restricted to fourtrails, three existing and 
one proposed. In the event that any evidence of unacceptable resource damage occurs, the trail will be closed 
until the sltuatlon is corrected 

Motorized use Is inconsistent with a biologically driven alternative If trails are currently provided, they should 
be carefully managed No new motorized trails should be developed Licensed. Four Wheel Drive, off highway 
vehicles should be restricted to the open road system Poor qualily roads wlih erosion problems and stream 
crossings should be closed or upgraded. 

The Revised Plan is a plan to manage all resources of the Forest, biological, geological. historic, scientific, 
recreational. and othemise A N  trails will be managed so as to minimize impacts to the other resources of the 
area Licensed 4WD vehicles may use any open Forest Road Certain of these existing roads have been 
Identified as suitable for high clearance vehicles and should offer the opportundies sought for recreational 
riders In all cases there will be no roads open wlth erosion problems and stream crossings subject to 
unacceptable damage 

Letter 3717 

Response 

The opening of largeareasoftheforestto use by OHVswould haveadramaticeffectonthecharaoterandvalue 
of lands for primitive recreation In areas of the AT where adjacent lands are open to OHV use, It will be nearly 
impossible for forest personnel to protect the AT from illegal use of OHVs on the AT 

R Is incorrect to say that large areas of the Forest are opened to OHV's Licensed 4WD vehicles may use any 
open Forest Road very much as can any other licensed vehicle A N ' S  are restricted to three existing trails and 
one proposed trail In the Revised Plan Vast acreages in Management Areas 6,8.9, 13, and 21 are managed 
specifically for remote, non-motorized recreation Motorized traffic is prohibited on the AT 

Letter 3&10 Monitoring language needs to be vely definable . trails should be monitored at frequent intervals by F S 
personnel Stgnificant abuses should call for trail closure No trail should be worked on, opened or planned 
wlthout a responsible maintaining organization overseeing lts use The F S should not soliclt Interest in A N  
trails or their construction Any interest should be a produd of public demand Location of any ATVtrails should 
be exceptionally well thought out as to ecological impacts, user group impacts, habitat type conflicts, etc 
Deerfield proposed A N  trail lies adjacent l o  'Beaf habbt lands Peters Mill A N  trail has a track record of 
problems which in my opinion are not solvable Draff pg 2-77 #380 and 384. 
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Response 

Lmer 3&18 

Response 

Letter 3892 

Response 

Effeots on the resources In the area of ATV trails are monltored. The Forest has been working with cooperating 
Individuals and organizations In the consiruction of these trails The environmental effects of the Archer trail 
system on the Deerfield will be examined on a project level basis before a decision is made to establish tt 

MA 18. Une 633 Add 'New OHV/ATV trails should not be constructed where they will need l o  cross a riparian 
zone' Change existing line to ' designated crossings whlch are bridged or graveled : Motor powered 
vehicles which are intended to be used off roads have resutted in considerable resource damage due to 
irresponsible human use We are particularly concerned that these vehicles are not permitted to be operated 
In a place such thatthe opportundy for abuse In riparian zone arises We would further add 'New OHVIATV trails 
should not be opened or constructed wlthln 100 yards of a wild trout stream' By providing buffer zone of a 
football lields length between a trout stream and an AN/OHV trail, the possibility of abuse is reduced and 
conflicts between user groups are oontrolled (see line 377) 

Protection of riparian areas and fisheries Is a prior* consideration In the asse8sment of all new trail routes 
Standards require that lords will not be used wlthout slte specdic analysis. that trails will be closed If unacceDt- 
able resource damage occurs or Is likely to occur, and that unithorized OHV use will not be tolerated 

I believe that all non-rescue ANs are Incompatible wlth the role of a national park in addition to the noise and 
air pollution caused by these vehicles, they often cause Irreversible erosion and damage to the areas in which 
theyareallowed.ThetwoexisiingareasopentoANsare morethan sufficientand that no new ATVtrails should 
be buiR in the GWNF 

The George Washington Is a National Forest, not a National Park Motorized Recreation Is fully compatible with 
management for a National Forest under the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act 01 1960 Executive Order 11 644 
as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognizes OHV use on federal lands to be controlled and directed so 
as to protect the natural resources of these lands 

Letter 3909 

Response 

ATV use Impinges on other recreational uses of the forest In addltion to the noise. fumes, dust, and safety 
considerations, there is the issue 01 habitat destruction. While I'm sure there are those who responsibly ride on 
designated trails, i am equally sure there are individuals that select the steepest or muddiest terrain to scour 
Their results are clearly evident in the forest I urge no new trails be buitt and use on existing trails require 
licensing That way Individuals who disregard the rules can be Identified and removed 

The Muttiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 recognizes outdoor recreation, which includes motorized recre- 
ation, as a full part of National Forest management This does not mean Ihat every acre must be managed for 
every resource, however The Forest offers extensive opportunities in all areas of recreation, primitive to fully 
developed. Lcensing requirements for AWs are beyond the scope of the Forest Land Management Planning 
process 

Letter 3940 

Response 

AW trails should be provided only d there is a documented demand and d they are compatible with biological 
objectives If significant demand is documented, only the existing trail and the 2 under development should be 
designated as A N  trails Trails should be closed d abuse or site degradation occurs 

The Forest has worked wlth cooperating organizations and individuals in the design, construction and mainte 
nance of the three existing trails Their willingness to participate is a good indicator of their interest Trails will 
be closed if resource degradation occurs and will remain so until the situation is corrected 

Letter 3962 

Response 

There are no standards for A N  noise I would propose a maximum 70 db rating at a certain distance from 
vehicle with the engine a1 a speed that produces maximum noise The location would be where the noise is at 
a maximum 

Noise levels are spelled out in the Forest Supervisor's Orders designating individual trails These are generally 
in accord wrth nahonal guidelines as defined by specially vehicle manufacturers 
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Letter 397.3 I suggest st leest Ansmstive Plan #I2 This alternative would provide more ImotorcyclelATV) riding areas and 
i w e n  the daiiy impact on those areas by spreading the use A~lecondary effect would be, additional volunteer 
mlstanoe in maintaining the areas, (Le erosion control, trail repair, rubblsh removal), end the general econom- 

Response 

IC benefits of increased trafflc through these parks and adjoining small towns. 

The Regional Forester will select en anernatwe to sewe as the Revised Plan that maximizes net public benefits 
The Forest has excellent relationship wlth volunteer organkatlons and individuals in design, construction. and 
maintenance of both motorized and non-motorized trail systems The economic beneflts are recognized but 
must be considered in balance with the beneilts for all re8ourcw. 

Letter 3982 

Response 

Letter 3982 

Response 

Management Area 17 should, but fails to provide forthe compatiblliiy of timber harvest activities wlth trail based 
recreation Harvests can be designed to avoid existlngtralls. and newtrails can be Integrated into harvest plans. 
Ths statement 'Costs for wlldlrfe habltat improvements, recreation needs, or a special case for the visual 
resource should ordinarily be paid for by their respective areas', Ignores the avallabiilty of K-Vfunds to Integrate 
harvest activities with the Improvement of other fecilitles. 

The Revised Plan section on Management Area 17 has been reformulated to address motorized recreatlon 

The standards need revlsing to more flexlble accommodate the needs of motorized recreation Impacts of all 
recreauon must be addressed. Eener informatton Is needed to project the demand for and economic benefits 
of motorized recreation Planing should focus on how facillties and interpretation can encourage shared use 

Standards in the Revised Plan have been written to better address motorized recreation. impacts of recreation 
activities that are clearly at lasue have been discussed. Where no issue has been raised, there may not be e 
discussion. This is not to say that, on a project level, there will be no issues raised that haven't been addressed 
in the Revised Plan n is agreed that better informatlon is needed as to demand for end economic benefits of 
motorized recreation. The draft working paper 'Dispersed Recreation Demand Analysis' dated May 17, 1989, 
contains quantitative analysis that was completed using the Information available. This is sufficient to present 
demands and trends in dispersed recreation for the current planning process. Nationwide, the Forest Service 
1s commdted to the share-the-trail concept. However, experience has clearly shown that motorized and non- 
mdonzed uses ere not oompatlble due primarily to safev. Therefore, the Forest has separated uses in the 
Revised Forest Pien. 

M e r  4001 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

ORV/AN use in the GWNF should be strictly controlled and limited to designated trails in small areas on the 
periphery of the forest Care should be used to assure that these nuisance vehicles not impact the wilderneas 
areas, special biological areas. streams, wetlands. or other critical habitat areas We would much prefer that 
ORV/AN use be prohibited in the GWNF but we can accept their closely controlled use in small sacrifice areas. 
We understand that 17,000 ac are proposed for ORV use, this is excessive by at least en order of magnltude: 
2ow ac (3 sq miles) should be more than adequate for this disruptive use. 

Licensed vehicles may use any open roads. Certain of these roads have been identified as suitable for high 
clearance vehicles oniy and have been identified on e special features map. Unlicensed vehicles are restricted 
to trails specrficaliy designated by Forest Supervisor's Orders The impacts, excepting noise, will be limlted to 
the trails Cross country travel In Management Area 11 is not permitted Sensitive areas and wilderness areas 
era protected In the Revised Pian 

Plan - For Management Area 11, EPA recommends that ANIOHV trails be limited to those areas already 
fragmented by timber access roads, etc EPA encourages the Forest Service to Ilmlt the number of acres 
available for trail development end to reduce the number of new trails proposed The combined effects of noise 
and arr pollution. soil erosion, loss or degradation of terrestrial habitat are of concern to us 

Executive Order 11644 as amended by Executive Order 11989 recognize OHV use as legitimate on federal 
lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the natural resources of these lands The Revised Plan 
allows for the protection of the natural resources by restricting AN'S to the three existing A N  trails and one 
proposed trail The proposed trail must be evaluated as to impacts on the resources before It is constructed. 
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ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT: Unlqua Value8 Not Found on Prlwala 

Letter 135 

Response 

Lener 4040 

Response 

Lstter 2845 

Lener 3493 

Response 

Lener 3665 

Response 

With a large anmum of regional forests In private hands and available for timber harvesting. the wildemass 
designation on public lands is increasingly critical 

The ID Team concluded that wilderness designation on a large percentage of the Forest was not the optimum 
solution to attaining the mixlure of uses, values, products and conditions wanted by the public. 

I am opposed to the 'preferred an: The preferred an. dws  not provide for the highest VALUES re land use. In 
the €est primihve recrealional opportunities, protection of biodwrslty. watershed proleotion, and primdive1 
semiprimitwe recreation are In higher demand Timber from the GW is in such low demand that It can only be 
sold well below cost of taxpayer expense. Most of the timber from the GW goes to producing pulp and pallets. 
Why should the taxpayer be subsidizing NF harvests for pulp when the Forest Produets Lab of the FS admlts 
that recycling is exceeding projeciions? The preferred aK would add 2W miles of road The GW builds roads 
to higher &nderds than the private sector would for the same amount of timber This means there are larger 
cuts and fills and more intrusion in remote areas than necessary. Logging under the preferred an is stili 100% 
even-aged logging Any lorm of even-aged logging is undesirable. Logging along rivers and creeks is an 
outrage The preferred an. allows pre-salvage sales where there are gypmo outbreaks predicted Because 
alkcks cannot be predicted, a larger area of the Forest is likely to be disturbed through logging. Logging tends 
to weaken forest ecosystems and make forests more susceptible. The preferred ail would greatly expand A N  
use in the NF. When the Forest cannot control ANs now, how will it control them after they are 'sanctioned"? 

Alternatives 3, 6, 9. I t  and 13 provide a more posltive response to these concerns than the Forest Service 
preferred alternative One of these alternatives will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve as the Revised 
Plan f lt is identdied as the akernative that maximizes net public benefits. 

Stay your course wlth regard to Akernative 8 There are so many areas open to ORV and to logging in the 
Mid.Atlaniic states already, and wdh steadily encroaching populations, d becomes even more important to 
maintain some part of our forest heritage in ks pristine state 

Scenic views 8 wilderness need to be preserved for our children, their children 8 generations to come 

The Forest Service is moving away from the concept that the National Forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing cerlaln natural resource products. This concept is being replaced with the realization 
that National Forests must be managed scientfically to best achieve the goals, objectives and future conditions 
desired by the American people. 

w e  request] an increase in Roadless Areas which would lead to increase of Wilderness Areas 

The procedure for identlfying the 27 roadless areas is described in the process paper Incorporation of the NFMA 
Requirements for Wlldemess' and into the Revision of the Revlslon of the Land and Resource Management Plan 
for the George Washington National Forest 

ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT: Wilderness Deslgnalion 

Lener 2 

Response 

Big Schloss roadless area should be designated as Wilderness 

Alternatives3,6,9,11 and 13 contain theassumptionthatthe Big Schlcss Roadless Area would be recommend- 
ed for wilderness study Accordingly, the Big Schloss Roadless Area has been allocated l o  Management Area 
8 in each of these alternatives Any of these alternatives could be selected by the Regional Forester in the record 
of decision for the FEE if one of them are identified as the alternative that maximizes net public benefk 

The Forest Service preferred alternative does not allocate the Big Schloss Roadless Area to Management Area 
8. Instead, the Forest Service preferred alternative allocatesthe Big Schloss Roadless Area to Management Area 
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21 OneoltheobJectivesolthismanagementereaistoretelntheremotecheracterolBigSchlosssothatitmight 
quallfy lor future consideration lor wilderness study 

Letter 2 I have become aware that much 01 the George Washington National Forest Is going to be designated as 
'Wilderness' area I cannot agree with the closing 01 land 

We do not like to see or hear 01 any of our nations lands being closed end designated lor wilderness 

Shenandoah National Park is certainly a remote unmanaged area 01 huge proportions Why do we need 
another? 

There is no room lor addltional wilderness designation. Our forests need to be open to multiple use 

Letter 164 

Letter 709 

Letter 1653 

Letters 1798,2162,2908,3588,3589 
We have too much wilderness already. 

The Revised Plan includes the exsung 32,aoO acres of wilderness in four areas administered by the George 
Washinaton National Forest and two small portions oltwo wildernesses administered bv the Jefferson National 

Response 

Letter 3 

Letter t o  

Letter 80 

Letter 84 

Letter 135 

Letter 146 

Letter 284 

Letter 869 

Letter 892 

Letter 932 

Forest. The Revised Plan recommends three roadless areas. containing 12.WO acres, for wilderness study Tnls 
total acreage. 44.o00, represents only 4 percent of the George Washangton National Forost The land is not 
closed. Rather It is managed as wilderness, a recognized pert of multiple use management 

Designate a lot more wilderness area than 12,ooO acres 

I am in supporl 01 the study tor possibly increasing the wilderness area 

There is a growmg need lor more preserved open space as our population grows I hope you'll be sensdive to 
this and consider enlarging the areas you're consldored as Wilderness Aroas or add mom areas to the plan 

I was very pleasad that the throe areas In the Blue Ridge are recommendod tor wildorness study H accepted. 
this would add approximately 1% tothe existing 3% wilderness inthe George Washington Looking to the west. 
them are no recommendations May I ask why no0 One of the prme objectives of Altoinative 8 is to presawo 
biological dlverslty in the George Washington There is no better area in the forest than the Liille River Area and 
the Ramsay's Dran Addhon to prosarve a large unlragmentod area for this purpose Them two areas should 
definnely be included in your final plan 

The forest currently has 26 inventoried areas In alternative 9, all olthose areas are recommended lor wilderness 
study I could lind no lustifrcation In the €IS tor not including more 

Wilderness study recommondation Is appropriate lor Three Ridges, the Prlost, and Sl Maws Addion H may 
be desirable to add other roadloss areas to th,s list to mea the projected RPA domand increases 

More wilderness areas must be designated to protect our disappearing resources 

Currently only 12,WO acres are be,ng considered lor [w,ldernoss] designa1ion when the national averago is 
17%. this (1% or loss) than the avaiiablo land This is not adequate and should be increased to the iocommend- 
ed 59.W acres 

Full protection of the Shenendoah Mountain is imperative Also, add.tional wildernoss areas are neoded, as only 
3% 01 the GWNF is included in the National Wilderness Presoivation System ns opposed to an average 01 17% 
nationally Virtually ail Wilderness Areas in Virginia are situated on the stoepest and most ruggcd terrain They 
fall shorl 01 represeniing ecosyssom types found throughon the GNWF and are exiremoly small 

Since V.rgin1a ranks 5Mh in the U S  lor parkland acreage. lel's seethat as many w4dorness areas as possible 
are created in the GWNF 
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Letter 948 

Letter 974 

Letters 137, 1086, 1 099, 1 160,2355,2925,2675,3640, 3701,3707,3969,401 5 

I" concerned about Inadequate wilderness protection 

We support preserving much of our national forests for future generations 88 Wilderness Areas 

More wilderness areas should be designated 

Develop a plan that places strong emphasis on preserving those deserving wilderness areas 

The protection and preservation of what 1s left of our rapidly shrinking wilderness should be given the highest 
priordy in the Forest Service's management plan. 

Letter 1089 

Letter 1157 

Letters 1 1 67,1439,1523,1524,1525,1526,1527,1528.1529,1530,1531,1634,1671,173O, 1731,1732,1943,1944,2148,2149,2150, 
2151, 2152, 2153,2154,2400,2401,2764,2776,2766,2767,3087,3088,3147, 3148,3149,3150,4093 

There should be more areas than three designated for wildernem. 

Letter 11 68 

Letter 1290 

Letter 1296 

Letter 1323 

Letier 1343 

Letter 1440 

Letter 1552 

Letter 1615 

Letter 1809 

Letter 1960 

Letter 2022 

Letter 2049 

Letter 2273 

Letter 2513 

Letter 2665 

At least 50% of the quarter million acres of roadless ares In QWNF should be designated as WILDERNESS. 

Sei aside as many wilderness areas BS possible Examples are LMe River and Ramseys Draft Addition 

3 out of 26 roadless areas are given wilderness designation There is vety lmie biological diversity wlthin the 3 
selected since the choice was polltlcelly not biologically motivated 

I hope you will designate new and enlarged wilderness areas 

Designate 'Wilderness' status to as many ereas as possible, preserving the land to protect water resources. 
controlling further denuding of the land for roads and the eventual opening of the land to the cutting of timber, 
and restricting A N  vehicles that promote eventual destruction of the environment 

its time we started saving wilderness areas and we can start by eliminating timber cutting This will have a 
number of beneficial effects, including (I) eliminating the need for costly roads to be buiR, (2) having trees in 
place reduces soil erosion and helps to keep streams clear of sediment. (3) having trees In place also gives 
native animals their natural habltat 

[Flaws to draft plan Include] inadequate wilderness recommendations 

The plan only recommends three new wilderness areas. While these are welcome, they are inadequate 

I approve of wilderness designation 

I am opposed to wilderness designation Since St Maws area has been designated wilderness, n has absorbed 
more usage nowihan before nwas declared wilderness. Wilderness designation (WD) is too reslrictlve, reduces 
handicap access, prevents the harvest of mature timber. deadldown wood and reduces mgt options especially 
for controlling gypsy moths. 

Areas recommended for wilderness designation are too limited. 

Allow as much wilderness as possible Once gone, lt is almost Impossible to regain 

k appears that the Inclusion of the Si Mary's Addition into Management Area 8 is based on no valid reasons 
whatsoever, except perhaps as a response to perceived public demand for land so designated 

I firmly believe that a larger percentage of the forest should be set aside as wilderness area, especially since 
the forest serves such a large population 

Wilderness study areas are chosen for purely political reasons and not biological (nota unanimous Board of 
Supervisors' approval and these areas In Nelson County) A diversity of areas, a diversity of habitats, represent- 
ing the entire forest and ail ecosystems present 1s more appropriate All roadless areas should be afforded 
wilderness study. 
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Letter 2768 

Letter 2929 

Letter 3529 

Letker 3556 

Letter 3568 

Letter 3662 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3701 

Letter 3821 

Letter 3863 

Letter 3909 

Letter 3929 

Letter 3981 

Letter 4262 

Response 

I am opposed to wllderness designation when looking stthe saint Mary's area. n has absorbed more usage now 
than before n was declared wilderness W.D. is too restrictive. reduces handicapped access, prevent6 the 
harvest of mature timber, deadldown wood and reduces management options especially for controlling gypsy 
moths. I would like to recommend thatthe'Priesr and 'Three Ridges'contlnueto be managed st current status 
By leaving ii off the W D list at le& the N.F. has access Into the area and oD1ion.s available in the event offire. 
plane crashes, gypsy moth control, etc 

The Draft EIS (Appenda C, C163) fails to record that Belle Cove Branch in the Three Sisters Roadless area 1s 
an excellent, anhough small, native trout fishery. The area Is one to which some of Ihe heavy use of the Saint 
Mays RNer corridor could be diverted. The Draft Forest Plan falls to recognlze the significant wilderness and 
recreational value of the Belle Cove drainage. The new Forest Pian should classlfy the entire Belle Cove 
watershed as a Wilderness Sudy Area 

Inadequate wilderness recommendations - less than 5% of forest would be permanently protected 88 wilder- 
ness. This Is Inadequate for recreatlon needs and biologlcal diversity. 

There is Imie to justify fulther ciassification of productive foresUands in this most severely restrictive, no 
management category [wilderness] 

We most definiiely need more and larger Wilderness in the OW At least twenty-five to thirtyfive percent of the 
OW should be in roadless-wilderness areas This would enhance biodiversity and enhance the almost extinct 
natural predators needed for natural control and heaiih of the OW 

The Forest Service recommendations would leave less than 5% of the forest as permanently protected wllder- 
ness. This 1s totally inadequate to provide for recreation needs and biological diverslty for a pooular and scenic 
forest wlthin close reach of millions of people 

Designate more wilderness ereas The future of our Fore- depends on sming aside large blocks of old growth 
forests now so they can be preserved for future generations 

Support legislation that works, moderately, to preserve our wilderness. We must find compromises, not radical 
soltiitone. 

The oppoltunlty for quality outdoor experience that roadless areas provide for the hunter, fisherman, camper, 
hiker, and scientist is so outstanding that areas such as the Lmle River, Ramseys Draft Add, Skidmore Fork, 
Southern Mass, Laurel Fork and the others must be saved for our future. i am disturbed that only 3 of 26 parcels 
have been recommended for wilderness designation. 

Do not accept the dran plan 88 submlued, revise It to add more acreage of the forest as permanently proteoted 
wilderness 

Aithough Alternative R8 proposed 91% of the forest be remanded to roadless areas, unavailable for develop 
ment, It provides no safeguards against future pressures for development on these areas. Many of these areas 
should be put into wilderness status. 

The total number of roadless acres that are recommended for wilderness designation seems embarrassingly 
small. There being no wilderness areas designated yet. a much more ambitious plan for wilderness area 
designations should be adopted now R should not be postponed until the next planning cycle At a minimum, 
other significant areas should be reserved for protection until officlal determinations are made at e future time 

Recommend to Congress that large core roadless areas and corridors be designated as Wilderness or Wilder- 
ness Study Areas Manege most other lands as Wilderness Recovery Areas. 

increase the amount of acreage designated as wilderness 

Appendk C ofthe FEE contains an evaluation report on each ofthe 27 roadless areas A number of these areas 
contain biological and physical characteristics that would render them valuable additions to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System his on the basis of these values that areas are recommended by the Regional 
Forester for designation as wilderness study areas 
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The Regional Forester will select the alternative that maximizes net public benefit8 The recommendation of 
areas for wilderness stuq area designation Is a preliminary adminiatratwe recommendation that will receive 
furlher review and possible modillcation by the Chid of the Forest Service, the Secretaly of Agricuiture, and the 
President of the Unhed states. 

Letter 4 I would liketoexpress my full supportforthe proposal putfomard bytheVirglniaWllderness Commmeefor new 
or expanded Wilderness Areas lor ssven in the George Washington National Forest. This should be a prelude 
to larger wilderness preservations, including corridor8 of Wilderness between preserved areas. and the natural 
reclamation of certain degraded areas. 

The list d roadless areas recommended for wilderness study 1s disproportionately small. i am distressed by the 
omlssion of four areas which were given high priority, Little Rlver, Skidmore Fork, Ramsey's Draft Addltion and 
Mount Pleasant The boundaries for these areas were drawn carefully. taking every consideration for possible 
dmicuities, such as the elimination of the much-used access road on Lmle Bald Mountain. LHtle River is a very 
popular hunting area. Skidmore Fork includes much of the drainage for the Harrisonburg water supply, and a 
tremendous stand of Virgin Hemlock unique to the state. Ramsey's Drafl current Wilderness Area is such a 
popular recreation place that h badly needs the proposed addition, and Mount Pleasant is an area of quite 
outstanding natural beauty 

Please strongly support and work to Implement the designation of a areas. totaling 250,wO acres, for inclusion 
in the National Wilderness Preserves System. 

We believe that the plan is excellent in every respect except lor wllderness areas, and we believe that the eight 
mess submmed to you by the Virginia Wilderness Commmee deserve to be designated wilderness study areas. 
In particular we would urge you to include the following three areas as an absolute minimum - Little River, 
Skidmore Fork, Ramsey's Drafl Addltlon. 

Lener 51 

Letter 61 

Letter 61 

Letters 279,986,1370,1647,1971,2048,2227,2337,2515,26G2,2808,2809,29(32,2942,3438,3439,3440,4050 
I believe the pian should designate the 26 roadless areas as wilderness study areas. 

The preferred alternative is seriously deficient in the desfgnation of new un& for the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. The proposed new u n b  are by no means the most significant candidates. The Lmle River 
unit 18 the top candidate for designation. Taken together wkh the Ramsey's Drafl Addition and Skidmore, the 
entire complex would offer the most rewarding wilderness experience to be found anywhere in the East. I urge 
the adoption of at least three additional unb. Little River, Ramsey's Draft Addltion, and Skidmore. 

Increase areas designated as Wilderness, particularly Big Schioss, Kelly Mtn/Blg Levels, Laurel Fork, Little 
River, Mt Pleasant, Ramseys Drafl Addhion, Skidmore Fork, Souihern Massanonen. st. Marys Addition, The 
Priest, Three Ridges 

Letler 371 

Letter 491 

Letters 492,496,748,1320,1346,1376,1551,1656,1&?~ 
I believe 11, not just 3, areas should be recommended for wilderness designation. 

The Lmie River area, Ramsey's Drafl Addition and Laurel Fork areas MUST be preserved 

Recommend for wilderness designation Big Schioss, Kelly MountalnIBig Levels, Laurel Fork, LHtle River, Mt. 
Pleasant, Ramseys Drafl AdditJon, The Priest, and Three Ridges 

Letter 498 

Letter 503 

Letters 504,1069,2276,3962,4253 
I supportthewilderness designation 01 SI. Mary's Addition, the Priest andThree Ridges, and ask that other areas 
be considered for wilderness designation also, especially Skidmore Fork, Mt. Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Ramseys 
Drafl Addition, Little River, Big Schloss, Kelly MountainlBig Levels, and Southern Massanonen. 

The consthution of the ATConferenceand the ATC policy on Wilderness clearly supportwilderness desfgnation 
In the areas encompassing or proximate to the AT 

Letter 735 
' 
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Letters737.1150,1187.1188,1189.1190,1191,1192,1193,1387,1388,1389.1532.1533,1723,1934.1935.1938,1937.1938.1939, 
1 9 4 0 , 1 ~ 1 , 1 ~ 2 , 2 1 ~ , 2 1 ~ , 2 1 3 1 . 2 1 ~ , 2 1 ~ , 2 1 ~ , 2 1 ~ , 2 1 3 6 , 2 1 3 7 , 2 1 3 8 , 2 1 4 6 , 2 1 4 7 , 2 ~ . 2 ~ , 2 4 4 6 , 2 ~ 7 , 2 4 4 8 , 2 ~ 9 , 2 4 5 0 ,  
2780,2761,2762,3089,3090.3293,3294.3295,3296,3297,3298,3299,33w, 3301.33M. 3303,3304,3305,3306,3307,3308,3309, 
3310,3311,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317,3318,3319,4068,4073,4074,4075 

Wilderness study areas should include the 8 wilderness proposals recommended by VA Wilderness Committee 

Letters 780, 1281, -7 
Several areas should be recommended for wilderness designation, Including' The Lmle River area, Ramseys 
Draft Addltion, Mt Pleasant area. Skidmore Fork area and Laurel Fork area 

Letters762, 763,891, 970,1059,1076,1158,1354,1611,1652, 1823,2010,2498,2613,3892,3911,3931,3985 
Eleven areas should be included for wilderness designation i believe that those 11 areas should Include Big 
Schloss, Kelly MountainIBig Levels, Laurel Fork, Lmle River, Mt Pleasant, Ramseys Draft Addltion, Skidmore 
Fork, Southern Massanutten, St Marys Addltion, The Priest, and Three Ridges 

Letters 766,767, 972, 1149, 1443,3980,4255 
ALL of the following special areas should be studied for wilderness designahon (MAE)' Big Schloss, Kelly 
MtnIBig Levels, Laurel Fork, Lmle River, Mt Pleasant, Ramsey's Draft Addltion, Skidmore Fork, Southern Mass, 
SI Mary's Addltion, The Priest, and Three Ridges All other roadless areas should be managed to maintain their 
roadless condltion 

Letters 867,1162,1365 
Eleven areas should be set aside for wilderness designation, and roadless areas should remain as they are 

Special areas need strong Wilderness Designation protection Among the 11 are Little River, Ramseys Draft 
Add,, Mt Pleasant, Skidmore Fork, and Laurel Fork 

Letter 877 

Letters 884, 1139, 1154,2280, 2512,2705,3744,3756,3796,3849 
I would like to see other arees Studied for wilderness designation other than the three proposed Special areas 
I would like to see considered are. Laurel Fork (Highland Co.), Lmle River (Augusta Co ), Ramsey Draft (Augusta 
& Highland Co's), Mt Pleasant (Amherst Co). and Skidmore Fork (Rockingham Co.) 

Letters887,888,923,924,925,926,1044,1045,1046,1047,1048,1049,1c5o,1051,1052,1053,1054,1055,1128,1129,1130,1131, 
1132,1133,1134,1135,1136,1174,1206,1207,1208,1209,1210,1211,1213,1214,1215,1216,1217,1216,1219,1220,1221,1222, 
1223,1224,1225,1226,1349,1399,1400,1401,1402,1403,1454,1475,1476,1477,1478,1479,1460,1481,1482,1484,1485,1486, 
1487,1488,1489,149O, 1699,17OO, 1701,1702,1703,17~,17O5,1706,1707,1915,1916,1917,1918,1919,1920.1921,1922,1923, 
1924,1925.1926.1927,1968,1974,2027.2063,x)85.2086.2087,2M18,2M)9,2090,x191,2092,2w3,2094,2w5,~,2097,2098, 
x)99,21 W, 2101,2418,2419,2420,2421,2422,2423,2424,2425,2426,2427,2428,2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2434,2435,2436. 
2437,2438,2439,2440,2441,2701,2769,2770,2771,2772,2773,2774,2775,2776,2777,2778, 2881,2901,3W3,3G?~4,3w6.3097, 
3098,3099,31W,3202,3M3.3204,3205.3206,3207,3xKI,3209,3210,3211,3212,3213,3214,3215,3216,3217,3218.3219,3220. 
3221,3222,3223,3224,3225,3226,3227,3228,3229,3230,3231,3232,3233,3234,3235,3236,3237,3238,3239,3240,3241,3242, 
3243,3244,3245,3246,3247,3517,4094,4095,4096,4097,4098.4099.41W. 4101,4102,4103,4104,4105,4106,4107,4108,4109, 
41 10,411 1,4112.41 13,4114,4115,4116,4117,4118,4119.41 ~,4121,4122,4123,4124,4125,4126,4127,4128,4172,4183,4231 

The following ares should be recommended for wilderness study. Lmle River, Ramseys Draft Addltion, Mt 
Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, Kelley Mountain 

Your wilderness recommendations are inadequate. Management Area 8 should be studied for wilderness 
designation This includes Big Schloss. Kelly MountainIBig Levels. Laurel Fork, Southern Massanutten, St 
Marys Addltion. The Priest, and Three Ridges 

I support the Sierra Club view for all areas of wilderness 

We have enough roads not to disturb the roadless areas Please designate the roadless areas as wilderness 
study areas 

k has bean brought to my attention that you are studying 11 areas recommended for wilderness designation 
I do hope that you follow through and save those areas from construction of roads. timber culling and other 
forms of exploltation We need protection particularly for our streams 

Letter 933 

Letter 934 

Letter 938 

Letter 939 
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Letter 944 I request that you designate a Wilderness Study Area In the northern sectlon of the Forest There are over 5 
million people (and growlng) In the Washlngton-Banlmore metropolitan area who may desire to reach a true 
wilderness wlthln a reasonable days drive 

Letters963, 1087.11M 
This M e r  Is to urge you to consider designating as wllderness the followlng areas in addltion to the three 
already planned. Big Schioss, Kelly Mountain, Laurel Fork, M e  River, Mt. Pleasant, Ramsey's Draft Addltion, 
Skidmore Fork, Southern Massanutten, St Maw's Addltion, The Priest, and Three Ridges 

One Issue that brings strong disagreement Is the number of areasthat are being designated wilderness We feel 
that the recommended acreage is woefully inadequate The Forest Plan RevisionTeam should take a long, hard 
look at other areas that deserve the wilderness designation These areas are' the Lmle River area, the Ramseys 
Draft addltion, the Mt Pleasant area in Amherst Co ,the Skidmore and Laurel Fork areas 

Letter 976 

Letters 981,982,2929,3733 
Additional areas should be studied for wilderness deslgnatlon. Laurel Fork, Lmie River. Ramsey's Draft Addltlon, 
Mount Pleasant, Skidmore Fork and Keliy/Big Levels 

Letter I 070 

Letter 1072 

Letter 1074 

Letter 1075 

Letter 1076 

Letter 1081 

Letter 1090 

Letter 1094 

Letter 1 139 

Letter 1 149 

Areas for protection as wilderness areas' Lmle River, Augusta County at 28,OOO acres. Ramseys Draft Addltion 
in Augusta and Highland Counties Bald Ridges and Ramseys Draft, Mt Pleasant, Amherst County at Three 
Ridges and The Priest. Skidmore Fork, Rockingham County and Laurel Fork 

Your plan needs much, much more wilderness A bare minimum would be the VA Wilderness Commmee 
proposal. 

Addltional areas should be designated as wilderness and ail roadless areas should remain so. 

Consider adding WILDERNESS designation for Skidmore Forest (that hemlock old growth area is a rare 
Irreplaceable forest - exclting to walk through ) And for Mt. Pleasant, a magndicent area Ramseys Draft needs 
the addltlon of the slopes on elther side of It Little River or Laurel Fork sound equally deserving So far the 
Wilderness designation has only been applied to 3% of the GWNF. H does seem fair and important to alott a 
bh more acreage to wilderness designation 

Eleven areas should be recommended for wilderness designation and these should remain off limits to all 
vehicles 

All 8 wilderness areas proposed by cnizen's groups should be included in the Plan as wilderness study areas. 

I support the maximum wilderness that may be set aside 

Wild. study areas should include the 8 wild proposals recommended by VA Wild Committee. 

I recommend that in addltlon to the three areas currently recommended for wilderness designation, the 
fallowing areas should also be studied. Lmle River, Ramseys Draft Addition, Mount Pleasant, Skidmore Fork, 
and Laurel Fork 

Wilderness designation should be allotted to several more areas than currently proposed including Big Schloss, 
Kelly MountaInlBig Levels. Laurel Fork, Lmle River, Mt Pleasant Ramsey's Draft Addltion, Skldmore Fork, 
Southern Massanmen, St Mary's Addltion, The Priest and Three Ridges. All other roadless areas should be 
managed to maintain their current roadless condltion. 

Letters 1152, 1317 
The USFS would do well to follow the recommendations of the Virginia Sierra Club which designates eleven 
areas as needing wilderness designation 

Letter 1 153 Each of the existing 26 roadless areas should be demgnated study areas &ologioal Inventories should be taken 
In these areas & all species populations carefully monhored 

Though we baslcally agree wnh the overall Intent of An 8, not enough areas are recommended for wliderness 
study The areas we consider the best candidates for wilderness are the following in the order of priorhy (1) 
Litlie River (2) Ramseys Draft Addltion (3) Mt. Pleasant (4) Laurel Fork (5) Skidmore Fork (6) Kelley Mtn We 

Letter 1 155 
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would like to see these areas receive the permanent p ro tdcn  ONLY wilderness designation affords The FS 
should make recommendations for wilderness study based on need and physical characteristics and not on 
political considerdons 

Letters 1169,1982 
Wilderness study areas should Include the 8 wlidemess proposals recommended by VA Wilderness Cmte We 
notethatlwo ofthe beat areas proposed, Little River and Mt. Pleasant have been put In Mgi Area 13, a category 
which emphasizes recreational over biological values. 

Our family would like you to lnolude more erees in wllderness study category, including Ramsey's Draft 
Addition, Skidmore Fork, and M e  Uier  

Not enough are- are recommended for wilderness designatlon. 6 other sites shwid be so designated Laurel 
Fork, Lmie River, Mt Pleaennt, Ramseys Draft Add, Skidmore Fk, and Southern Mass 

Letter 1249 

L&er 1250 

Letters 1260,1297,3883 
Please add Big Schloss, Kelu MtWBig Levels, Laurel Fk, M e  River, Mt. Pleasant, Ramseys Draft Add, Skidmore 
Fk, end Southern Mass to your list of arms designated 811 wilderness AND maintaln all other areas as roadiessi 

Wilderness designations play a sruciel part in the maintenance of the soenic beauty and wiidilfe of the QWNF 
The Plen currently recommends only 3 areas (St Marys Addition, the Priest, and 3 Ridges) for wilderness 
designation As someone who has hiked in and around those 3 arees. I agree wholeheartedly wdh such 
recommendations Additional designations are necessary, however The following 8 ereas should also be 
studied for designation LHtle River, Ramseys Draft Addition. Mt Pleasant, Skidmore Fork, Laurel Fork, Big 
Schloss, Kelly MinIBig Levels, and Southern Msss in eddkion to extraordinary scenery, these areas contain 
old-growth forests, a wide variety of wildllfe (including rare .% endangered species) and crucial water supplies 
for nearby populations. 

I would like to see ell 8 wilderness proposals Included for wilderness The biological values of LkUe River and 
Mt Pleasant are too great for them to be designated as reo areas. 

LMer 1268 

Letter 1310 

Letters 1329,1429,1557,2061,2169, a30 
In addltion tothe plan's proposed wilderness areas, the following areas also should be proposed for wildemessl 
wilderness study designation' Big Schloss, Little Rwer (Augusta County), Laurel Fork (Highland County), Mt 
Pleasant (Amherd County), Skidmore Fork (Rockingham County), Kelly MtnlBig Levels. Southern Massanutten. 
and Ramseys Draft AddNon. 

1 1  areas should be recommended for wilderness designation, including Little River, Mi Pleasant, Laurel Fork, 
Skidmore Fork, and Ramseys Draft Add 

Letter 1330 

Lelters 1350,2670 
I would like to see eleven areas preserved as wilderness Ail other roadless areas should remain roadless wdh 
their biological and reo values protected 

Population growth on the Easi Coast combined with much more interest in outdoor experiences has put more 
pressure on the forest as a place people seek 'wilderness experience' as well as the traditional hunting, fishing. 
hiking and other types of outdoor recreation Your plan should recognize the importance of this iype of use and 
the probability that as more Americans live in urban areas, d will increase in the years ahead Unfortunately this 
type of use comes into conflict with efforts to maximize timber production. The use of some types of offroad 
motorized vehicles in the forest clearly creates conflicts wlth thoae who look to the forest for peace end quiet. 
For these reasons I favor setting aside addltionai Wilderness areas Mi Pleasant would be an excellent 
candidate as would the Belle Cove erea in addltion to those recommended by the Wilderness CommtUee. 

To protect wilderness for future generations, we need to designate more areas such as Big Schloss, Laurel Fork, 
Liile River, and Mi Pleasant as Wilderness Areas 

I support Wilderness designation for Laurel Fork, Ramseys Draft addltion, and Lmle River 

The designation of only 2 wilderness study areas (the Priest and 3 Ridges) fails way short of the raailty of the 
need and demend for wilderness ereas here in the eastern U S  More wilderness areas are needed to lessen 
impact on the already heavily used designated areas. It is only in such areas where natural processes cen 

Letter 13M) 

Letter 1440 

Letter 1655 

Letter 1884 
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continue under mlnimal Influence of human diehrrbance. We recommend that GWNF designate the followlng 
as WsA8 (In addiUon tothe Priest and 3 Ridges). St Marys Add, Skidmore Fk, Southern Mass, Ramseya Dr Add, 
Mt Pleasant, Big Schiw, Kelly MtnlBlg Levels. W e  River. and Laurel Fork All other areas currently deslgnat- 
ed roadleas should be kept in that conditlon. 

Recommend many or all of the 26 roadless areas for wlldemess designation. Leller 1684 

Letters 1886,2272,2453,2459,2455,2534,2625,27SS, 2786,2797,2798,2798,2800,2801,2802,2803,2804,2805,3091,3092,3248, 
3249.3250.3251.3252.3253.3254.3255.3256.3257.3258.3258.3260.3261.3262.3263.3264.3265.3268.3267.3268.3269.3270. 
3825; 4152, 41&, 4154. 4155 

The foliowino areas should be oiven wilderness deslonation. Bio Schioss. Keliv Mtn. Laurel Fork. LlHe River. 
ML Pleasant:Ramseys Draft Ad;liUon, Skidmore, Sou?hern Me& SI Mais  Addition. the Priest, Crawford Mi 
Elliott Knob, JerkemtigM, Dry River, Gum Run, Oak Knob, Mill Mtn, Adams Peak, the Friar, 3 Sisters, Rough Mtn 
Adddion, and 3 Ridges 

Letters 1953,19%,1955,1956,1957.1958,1959.2067. M68,2768.3058,3146 
Iamopposedtowildernessdasignation (WD) whenlooking attheSainiMarysarea ithasabsorbedmoreusage 
now than More it was declared wilderness. WD Is too remictive, reduces handicap access, prevents the 
harvest of mature timber, deadldown wood and reduces management options especially for controlling gypsy 
moths 

Protection of roadless areas and wilderness areas: We would like to urge you to make this type of protected land 
available to more Virginians by designatlng all of the 27 roadleas areas In the GWNF tor consideration as 
wilderness areas by the US Congress Because of Virginia's long history of European settlement, the state is 
lacking In places which are undislurbed by the hand of medem man The average proportion of wilderness 
areas throughout the NF system Is much higher than in the GW, and given the large number of people who live 
near or seek recreatlon in the GW, d seems to us that the expansion of wilderness arees would enhance the 
value of the GWNF 8 would not unduly restrict other user ectlvdies 

Letter 1987 

Letters 1992,2035,2710,3662,3691,3863 
Twenty-two are88 should be recommended for wilderness deslgnatlon 

Letters 2007. 2237.2692 
Consider the following areas for wilderness designation. Big Schloss, Kelly Mtn, Laurel Fk, Lmle River, Mt 
Pleasant, Ramseys Dr Add, Skidmore, Southern Mass, SI Marys Add, the Priest, Crawford Mtn, Elliott Knob, 
Jerkemtight, Dry River, Gum Run, Oak Knob, Mill Mtn, Adams Peak, the Frlar, 3 Sisters, Rough Mtn Add, and 
3 Ridges The 4 other roadless areas should remain roadless 

Of the 26 roadless areas, I can't believe that only 3 were recommended for wilderness designation Skidmore 
Fork, Ramseys Or&, Laurel Fork, 64 Schloss and Little River should be consideredl 

Consider addrtional areas tor wilderness designation Lmle River and Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, Mt Pleasant, 
Ramseys Draft Addltion. These remote areas are not particulariy suitable for timber harvesting and deserve 
protectlon as wilderness. 

Laurel Fork, Ramsey's Draft Adddion and Big Schloss should be nominated for wilderness protection. The 
Service's uitra-careful proposals in this plan fail to demonstrate a commitment to preservation of these special 
areas that cen not be managed by road building and timbering 

Letter 2012 

Letter 2026 

Letter 2038 

Letters M40, 3635 
Ail eleven (11) areas recommended for wilderness areas by the Sierra Club should be 80 adopted 

Ail of the 26 roadless areas should be recommended for wilderness designation. It is time to start really 
protecting our forests - by preserving the wilderness that 1s so important to it. 

Latter 2-345 

Letters 2048, 2285, 2510 
Designate all roadless areas as wilderness areas or wlldemess study areas 

Ail 26 roadless areas should be converted to wilderness study areas in order to protect native blodiversliy, 
evolutionary processes, and provide biological corridors From a human perspective, certain of the areas are 
of exceptional quallty 88 wilderness experiences and for that reason alone must be protected under federal 

Leller .XXO 
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Letter 2215 

Letter 22&3 

Letter 2289 

Letter 2292 

Letter 2308 

Letter 2319 

Lelter 2372 

wilderness designation These include at a minimum Kelly MounteidBlg Levels, Big Schloss. Laurel Fork, imle 
RNer, Mt Pleasant, Ramsey's Draff Adddion. Skidmore Fork.The Priest, Three Ridges. st Mary's Addltion, and 
Southern Massanulten 

All 27 roadless areas should be recommended for wlldernm. The 3 areas the preferred aNernatwe did 
recommend are but 1% of the forest, even w N  ell the other wildernesses already designated in the forest, nS 
still only 4%, less than 114 of the national average 

We should adopt the Wilderness Society's recommendation of22 areas for wilderness designation (especially 
Ramsey's Drafl addttion and LMe River) and manage the four other roadless a res  to maintain their roadless 
condltion 

LMe RiverareaisthelargestroadlessareainthewholeGW. isuppoltatrongprotectionofthisarea. WlthasligM 
addriion of areas of steep terrain the Ramseys DrafI Wiiderneas oould protect the whole llttle valley I support 
this action The Mt Pleasant area has trees hundreds of yean old I ask protection of these trees The Skidmore 
Fork area has ten rare, endangered or threatened species I support stronger protection for thls area Protect 
the beauty of the Laurel Fork 

The following areas possess outs(anding natural characteristics and ment wilderness protection They are' 
Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, Llttle River, Ramseys Draft Additton, Kelley Mountain, Three Ridges, The Priest, Mi 
Pleasant Several others merri fulther study. 

The Final Pian should addltionally recommend forwilderness designation LMe River, Ramseys Draft Addriion, 
Mount Pleasanl, Laurel Fork. Skidmore Fork. and Kelley Mountain-some 11% of the GWNF. Consldenng that 
all major multiple-uses except timber harvesting continue under the Wilderness Act. this is a modest percent- 
age 

Some beautrful areas in my localiiy need special atte*on In management area #E, Kelly MountainIBig Levels, 
Big Schloss, LMle River, Mi Pleasant, Ramsey's Draff AddBon, Southern Maseanunen, St Mary's Addltion, 
Laurel Fork, The Priest and Three( Ridges should be studied for wilderness designation 

We would like very much forthe Llttle RNer Roadless Areato be placed in wilderness study designation. The 
Lmie River area Is the largest remaining roadless area on national forest land in Virginia. lt has over 250 species 
of birds. an unusual stand of 303 whrie birch trees, several unspoiled watersheds, and superior opporlunrhes 
for soliiude and primdive recreation The Roadless Area Review and Evaluation for Llttle River shows strong 
evidence that It is a good candidate for wilderness 

Letiers 2375 2505,2839,3809 
Eleven areas should be recommended for wilderness designation 

I feel that eleven areas should be recommended for wilderness designation. All roadless ereas should remain 
roadless and be managed to protect biological and recreational values 

I urge you to consider wilderness designation for LMle River. Ramsey Draft Addltion. and Mi Pleasant 

Designate ail 26 roadless ares as wilderness study areas 

Letter 2376 

Letler 2471 

Letter 2515 

Letters 2529, 3567 
Expand the number of roadless areas lo  be recommended for wilderness designation. Add the addltional areas 
for study LkUe River, Remseys Draft AddNon, Mt Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Folk, Kelly Mountain 

Three Ridges. Cold Min , Spy Rock. Bald Knob, Mi Pleasant and others MUST be preserved in a wilderness 
State 

[Management according to Aiternative 8 would resutl in further decreases In the biological diversiiy of the area 
by] adding only 12,WO acres into Wilderness management (which is presently a paitty 3% of the GNWF, while 
the national average for National Forest Wilderness Is 17%) 

Eliminate all salvage sales and wiidllfe management in exlsting roadless areas and designate all 26 roadless 
areas as wilderness study areas 

Letter 2593 

Letter 2627 

Letter 2665 
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Letter 2666 

Letter 2712 

Letter 2732 

Letter 2749 

Letter 2755 

Letter 2835 

Letter 2836 

Letter 2- 

Letter 2892 

Letter 29M) 

Letter 3478 

Letter 3525 

Letter 3527 

Letter 3543 

Letter 3544 

Please include for wilderness recommendation those areas proposed by Virginia Wilderness Commmee I am 
wondering why Leie River and Mt Pleasant were placed In Management Area 13C which emphasizes recre- 
ation 

I support the studying of areas for wilderness designation In addhon to the three recommended I regard 
Skidmore Fork a prime candidate At the very least all existing 'roadless' areas should be maintained as 
roadless areas: true roadless areas 

All roadless areas should be maintained as wilderness, WSAs or SMAs At the very least the 8 roadless areas 
proposed as wilderness by the Va Wilderness Committee should be recommended as wilderness 

The areas recommended for wilderness designation should be expanded to include Eig Schicss, Kelly Mtn, 
Laurel Fk, Lmle River, Mt Pleasant, Ramseys Draft Add, Skidmore Fk, Southern Mass, Crawford Mtn. Elliott 
Knob, JerkemtigM, Dry River, Gum Run, Oak Knob, Mill Min. Adam Peak, and the Friars (in addrlion to St. 
Maw's AddBon, the Priest, 3 Ridges) 

Any forest pian emphasizing biological values must include a substantial component of wilderness We would 
like to seethe following areas added to Management Area6 Litlie River, Ramsey's Draft Addition, Mt Pleasant, 
Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, and Kelley Mountain We have carefully scouted these areas and find them to be 
as worthy as Three Rdges and The Priest, hvo ot the areas that were recommended. and more suitable for 
wilderness in terms of physical characteristics than the st Mary's Addrlion 

Consider Lmle River, Mt Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, and Kelly Mountain for wilderness areas. 

Considerthefollowing addltlonal areasfor Wilderness status' Lmle River, Ramseys Draft Addition, Mt Pleasant, 
Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, and Kelly Mountain 

Designate the following areas for wilderness study (in addltion to the three recommended by the Plan) Big 
Schloss, Kelly Mtn ~ Big Levels, Laurel Fork, Little River, Mount Pleasant, Ramsey's Draft Addition, Skidmore 
Fork and Southern Massanutten Other roadless areas should be managed to maintain their roadless condltion 
Preservation of these areas addresses the biological diversity requirements of the Nahonal Forest Management 
Act Maintaining the wilderness character of these lands does not foreclose the option to undertake manage 
ment activities at a later date However, subjecting these areas to roads and timber harvests now does foreclose 
their potential to be permanently protected as wllderness 

Proposed wilderness is Insufficient More areas should be studies including Big Schloss, LMle River, Ramseys 
Draft Addtion, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork and Mt Pleasant 

As a minimum all eight wilderness proposals in Alternative 8 should be wilderness, the best way to manage 
national forest land and preserve biological diversity. 

Wilderness study areas should include the 8 wilderness proposals recommmended by Virginia Wilderness 
Comm. Two of the best areas proposed, Lmle River and Mt Pleasant, have been put in Management Area 13, 
a category which emphasizes recreational over biological vaiues 

I support AHernatNe 8 What lmle remains in a primltive and undisturbed state should be protected I am 
especially hopeful that the areas surrounding The Priest and Three Ridges will become wilderness and that all 
other roadless areas will remain as such 

I favor the following areas as wilderness' Lmie RNer, Ramseys Draft Addition, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, Kelley 
Mountain 

I would like some addltional areas designated for wilderness study, in addrlion to the 3 recommended in the 
plan These Include Laurel Fork, Mt Pleasant and Ramseys Draft I hope that the adopted plan contains all of 
the roadless areas unavailable for development shown in alternative 8 

I am In favor of studying all 26 roadless areas as possibillties for wilderness areas We need more wilderness 
to preserve genetic variation both in plants and animals 
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Letter 3546 

Letter 3558 

I request that ail eigM wilderness proporals recommended by the Virginia Wilderness Commitlee are included 

Wilderness study areas should be expanded, and should more ciowly follow the recommendakons of the 
Virginla Wilderness CommMee. 

Additional areas should be considered for Inclusion in the Wilderness System in view of the increasing demand 
for this type of recreation Mount Pleasant is highly worthy of being included .so are others initially suggested 
by the Forest Service. Other good candidates are Little River and the expansion of existing Ramsey's Draft. 

We cannot allow any ofthe 26 roadless areas to be disturbed at alii 

1 would feel able to make a much etronger endorsement of Ak 8 U k were to incorporate some of the features 
of Al l  13: Additionel areas designated (or at leea reserved pending further stu&y) as wilderness. I recommend 
the Ramsey's Draft Add. More silention to controi8/guideiines to protectlensure biological community diversty 
and contlnuHy, for& restoration. and viewsheds. 

More designated Wilderness Areas: Uttie Rhrer, Ramseye Drafl ML Pleasant, Skidmore Fork, Laurel Fork. 

Letter 3563 

Letter 36w 

Letter 3Mn 

Letter 36CB 

Letters 3616. 3655. 3996 
All 26 roadiess areas should be recommended for wilderness designation. Most important among these areas 
are LWe River, Ramseys Draft AddRion, Mt Pleasant, Skidmore Fork, end Laurel Fork 

The Pian should recommend ail 26 roadiess areas for wilderness study. esp , Big Schloss, Kelly MountaitVBig 
Levels, Laurel Fork, LHtie River, Mt Pleasant, Ramseys Draft Addltion, Skidmore Fork, Southern Massanutten, 
St Marys Addition, The Priest and Three Ridges. 

More wildernessareas Permanent protection for atlesstthe8 areas proposed bytheVA Wilderness CommrUee. 

in the higher areas. i would rather see more wi!derness areas such as St Mary's & Mt Pleasant 

LHtle Rhrer because it would proted a complete watershed and is of considerable size I think would be an 
excellent wilderness candidate. 

Letter 3656 

Lener 3661 

Letter 3675 

Letter 3687 

Letters 3605. 3700 
The Priest and Three Ridges deserve wilderness protection as you have planned. However, Southern Maasanut- 
ten, Skidmore Fork, Remseys Draft Addition, Mt. Pleasant, LMie RNer. L w e i  Fork, Kelly Mtn. Big Schloss also 
deserve this protadion 

Letters 3720, 3766, 3782 
The foilowing areas should be studied for wilderness designabon (Management Area 8) Big Schloss, Kelley 
MounlainlBig Levels, Laurel Fork, LMle Rwer, Mi Pleasant, Rmseys Draft Addition. Skidmore Fork, Southern 
MassanuUen, St Mays Addition, The Priest and Three Ridges Ail other roadless areas should remain roadiess 
and be managed to maintain their biological values. 

We recommend the following eight roadless areas for wilderness dudy (in addition to thethree proposed in the 
Pian): LrUle River, Ramseys Draft Addltion, Mi. Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Keliey Moutsin, Skidmore, Big Schloss, 
and Southern Massantiiten These eigM arees include cntical habltat for rare and endangered plants and 
animals, outstanding scenery, and excellent opportunities for primltive recreation due to their remoteness and 
ruggedness 

Leaving less than 5% of the forest as permanently proteded wilderness is totally inadequate and unacceptable 
22 areas should be recommended for Wilderness designation. 

The following addltional areas should be recommended for wilderness study' Lmle River, Ramseys Drat 
Addition, Mt Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork, Keiley Mountain, Big Schioss, end Southern Massantiiten 
All other roadiess areas should be managed to maintain their roadiess condltion 

Lener 3732 

Letter 3735 

Letter 3750 
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Letter 3797 

Leners 3846,3870 

YES to labeling the whole llst of recommended area8 for Wildemess Designafion. 

The 11 areas chosen by the Slerra Club should be recommended for w i i d e r m  designation (including Lillie 
River. Ramseys Draft Add, Mt. Pieaaant, Skidmore Fk, and Laurel Fk). 

- Increase the natural wilderness areas and emphasize primnive, non-motorized recreational use of the Forern 

You do not have enough wilderness areas designated. Then should be ai least 7-8 

Twenly-two areas of the fowtshouid be designated as wiidemsss erea8. These include Big Schioas, Kelly Mtn., 
Laurel Fork, Lttlle River, Mt. Pleasam Remseys DrdIAddition, Skidmore. The Priest, Crawford Mtn., Elliott Knob, 
Jerkemtight, Dly RNer, Gum Run, Oak Knob, Mill Mtn., Adsms Pk., The Friars, Three Sisters, Rough Mtn. 
Addltlon, and Three Ridges. 

Wiidernaas, i would like to sse 6 other areas, which are equally unique and as much or more deserving of 
wilderness designation, added to Managemem Area 8. They are Lttlle River, Ramseys Draw AddHion, ML 
Pleasant Skidmore Fork, Laurel Fork, and Keiiey Mountain. 

Wilderness study sreas could be enlarged to include Beard's Mtn. and Mill Mto. 

Designate more wilderness areas to distribute the use Ail 26 roadless areas within the forest should become 
wilderness study areas. 

Letter 3&27 

Letter 3861 

Letter 3899 

Letter 3938 

Lelier 3945 

Letter 3984 

Leners 3985,3986 
All GNWF land on Crawford Mountain inciudlno the 9.906 roedless area studied in the 'Evaluation ReDoIf on 
roadless areas and other contiguous GNWF i&ds a&" Crawford Mountain should be recommeided for 
Wilderness designation and placed in Management Area 8 

Letters 3335,3986 
All 26 roadless areas and adlacent GWNF lands should be studied for wilderness designation and managed to 
retain their roadless condltion 

Ldiers 3335, 3986 
The flanks of Crawford Mountain, which were excluded from the remote highlands management area should be 
moved to remote highlands or recommended forwilderness designation and managed as wilderness wlth some 
personal firewood gathering 

The importance of having true wilderness accessible to one of the mOst densely populated regions in the 
country is critical, and much more wilderness should be designated I specMcaliy support reoommendations to 
include the following specrfic areas Big Schioss, Kelly Mtn. Laurel Fk, LMe River, Mt Pleasant, Ramseys Draft 
Add, Skidmore, Southern Mass, SI Maws Add, the Priest, Crawford Mtn. Elliott Knob, Jerkemtight, Dry Rwer, 
Gum Run, Oak Knob, Mill Mtn, Adam Peak, the Friars, 3 Sisters, Rough Mtn Add, and 3 Ridges. 

Please study for possible wilderness designation the Big Schioss, Keliey Mountain/Big Levels. Laurel Fork, Little 
River, Mt Pleasant, Ramseys Draft Addition, Skidmore Fork, and South Massanutten areas 

We recommend that 22 of the 26 areas, encompassing approxfmately 217,000 acres, be recommended for 
wilderness study in the final plan. 

Dry River Ranger District We recommend all five areas studled be proposed for wilderness The Forest Service 
has a rare opportunity with these areas l o  create a really expansive Eastern wilderness with this rare cluster of 
roadless areas in close proximity to one another. 

James River Ranger District We strongly recommend the Mill Mountain area be proposed for wilderness This 
11,770 acre area is generally steep and mountainous, and is not nearly as well sul(ed l o  timber management 
as R is important to be proteoted for its natural values. 

Warm Springs Ranger Dlstriot We support both the small Rough Mountain Addition and the Laurel Fork area 
to be proposed as wilderness 

Letter 3999 

Letter 4053 

Letter 4241 
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Deerfield Ranger District In addhonto the Ramsey's Draft Addnion we recommend the otherthree areas as well 
The Jerkemtight area, a superb wildland and recreational resource. Elliott Knob and Crawford Mountain rugged. 
remote high elevation areas that have high recreabon and wildllfe values, especially for black bear habltat 

Pedlar Ranger District We recommend all eight area8 studied be proposed for wilderness Four of these areas 
are traversed by the Appalachian Trail. 

Lee Ranger District The inclusion of Big Schloss and Southern Maeaanutten in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System is very high prionty given the relatively small amount of designated wilderness in the 
Baitmore, Washington and Richmond metropolltan areas 

The Draft Plan recommends three Wilderness study areas (Management Area 8) for study I recommend a 
number of addltional areas be studied, and managed to maininin their roadless condition These areas are Big 
Schloss. Kelley Mountain, Laurel Fork, Lmle RNer, Mount Pleasant, Ramsey's Draft Addltion, Skidmore Fork, 
Southern Maeaanutten, Si Marys Addltion. The Priest, Crawford Mountain, Elliott Knob, Jerkemtight, Dry River, 
Gum Run, Oak Knob, Mill Mountain, Adam Peak. The Fnars, Three Sisters, Rough Mountain Addltion and 
Three Ridges 

Letter 4266 

Response Federal legislation is needed to create a wildernesa or wilderness study area The Regional Forester can 
recommend certain roadless areas for wilderness study In the record of decision for the FElS This Is a 
preliminary administrative recommendation that will receive further review and possible moddication by the 
Chief of the Forest %Nice, Secretary of Agnculture, and the President of the Unlted States. 

Aiternative 9 allocates all 27 roadless areas to Management Area 8 as recommended for wilderness study. 

Alternative 13 has been formulated to explore the addtion of 22 roadless areas to Management Area 8 as 
recommended for wilderness. Adams Peak, Big Schloss, Crawford Mountain, Dry River, Elliott Knob, Gum Run, 
Jerkemtight, Kelley Mountain, Laurel Fork, LMe River. Mill Mountain, Mount Plea%ant, Oak Knob, Ramseys Draft 
addltion, Rough Mountain Addltion, Skidmore, Si. Marys Addltion, Southern Maseanutten, The Friars. The 
Priest, Three Ridges and Three Sisters. 

Aiternative 11 has been formulated to respond to concerns from indNiduals and organizations that Alternative 
8 needed adjustmentst0 include the Big Schioss, Kelley Mountain, Ultle River, Ramseys Draft Addltion, Mount 
Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Skidmore. and Southern Massenutten Roadless Areas in Management Area 8 as recom- 
mended for wilderness study 

Alternatives 9, 11, and 13 are three of the twelve alternatives considered in detail in the FElS The Regional 
Forester will sale& one of these alternatives to serve as the Revised Plan lf it is identlfied as the alternative that 
maximizes net public beneflts 

Letter 135 

Response 

6,020 recreation visitor days of use were recorded in the st Mary's Wilderness There is an obvious demand 
for recreation opportunities involving solltude and serenity As the Washington-Banimore metropolltan area and 
other surrounding areas continue to grow, these qualities will not be available in the future wlthout more 
wilderness 

There is and will continue to be a demand for primkive recreation areas involving serenity and solltude This 
need can be met in many of the roadless areas whether or not they are designated as wilderness Management 
Areas 4,9,  and 21 will maintain those areas that offer such an experience and opportunity 

Letter 135 

Response 

6 roadless areas are to be modlfied under Anernative 8 I could find no justlfication for this action in the draft 
EIS 

Aiternative 8A does not 'modlfy' any of the roadless areas in Appendix C of the FEE Instead, not every acre 
wlthin the roadless area inventory is allocated to Management Areas 8, 9, or 21 in Alternative 8A 

Letter M) My first concern deals wlth ihe area falling under MA#Sthattakes in Maple Spring, Gum Run, Dundore Mtn , 
Dry Run, Oak Knob, Union Springs, Meadow Knob and Hone Quarry Number one, calling this area remote 
highlands is as far from reality as would calling US 33 a goat path I see more use of this area, motorized by 
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Letter 60 

Letter 60 

Letter 94 

Response 

OW, RV's, hunters, fishermen and just people taking Sunday drivas, as well as college students partying, and 
non-motonzed by a lot of campers. mounlmn bikers and on rare occasion hikers. than any other area I have 
been to yet thus far on the forest, except for the developed rite8 Remote just does not flt the description of this 
area 

Thisareaisfavonteto huntersandOWusers alike, wlthmostofthehuntersusingthesameroadsfortheirsport 
as OW. In as far as illegal ATV use In this area, I have seen IMe. but not enough to class It as a major problem. 
Yet, regardless what this area is managed 88, it will see this much or more of this activdy. again due to its 
location and the type of terrain In this area. 

R is one of the most accessible parts of the DRRD. I still feel thut most of the Gum Run roadleas area is far from 
roadless. much leas remote. The designation in An. 12 as well as its boundaries is closer to the fact. 

The first problem has to dowith Management Area9 onthe Dry River Distrlct This area included Meadow Knob, 
Dry Run Road ( F W ) ,  Union Springs (FFms), Sone Cnmp Quarry (FR225B and Baltimore &Wheelers 
Adopt-a-Road) parts of Dunkle Hollow Road ( F W  and Hone Quafry They are all accessable by +wheel drive 
vehicles How can the aforementioned areas by considered 'Remote Highlands' when your own condltions do 
not really apply to what exists? 

This Is the area of the Gum Run and Oak Knob Roadless Areas as discussed in the FEE Roads mentioned In 
some of the comments form the boundaries of the areas and, for the most part, do not Intrude into the areas 
Where system roads intrude into the area, they will be closed to public access. The Forest recognizes that these 
areas, though essentially roadless on the interior, do not provide much opportunltv for solltude and serenltv due 
to the surrounding roads and other outside Influences 

Under Alternatives 2,4.5,7,10 and 12, all or most of these areas are allocated to management areas that make 
them available for development and no longer held in a roadless area category To varying degrees, existing 
and newly constructed roads could be open for OW use to the extent that concurrent management for other 
resources allow One of these alternatives will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve asthe Revised Plan 
d lt maximizes net public benefrls 

Letter 94 

Response 

Lever 296 

Letter 3687 

Letter 3812 

Response 

Letter 935 

The second problem has to do wlth 'Roadless' designation. The 'Gum Run Roadless' area is not roadless I 
would not want to see ltwrongiy classified This Drecedent then could be used to close other areas of the forest 
to the Qwheel drive enthusiast 

All Forest Development Roads, opened year round or seasonally, will be available for use by &wheel drive 
enthusiasts under all alternatives 

Based on its attributes and the broad variety of threatened speaes lt contains, Laurel Fork presents a reasonably 
persuasive case for inclusion for federal wllderness designation Opposltion to wilderness status has been 
based on the use opportunlties foreclosed d such status is granted and not on Laurel Fork's abildy to meet the 
established crlteria 

Also, Laurel Fork because of 11s remoteness and unique terrain should be considered for wilderness 

Laurel Fork in Highland County is biologically distinct from most of the GWNF and Its spruce communlties must 
be protected I believe Wilderness designation is the best way to produce the hands-off mgmt needed for this 
area Deer and beaver have certainly checked the recovery process, but human plantings of red pine, red 
spruce, and non-native Norway spruce have also done much damage. 

The Laurel Fork Roadless Area contains biological and mineral values, which outweigh Its value as wilderness. 
This area is being managed in a manner that is sensihve to roadless area values but also recognizes the need 
to not foreclose options for the management of biological and mineral values and other comDatible resource 
opportunlties. 

In particular, the Board wishes you to know of its continued opposition to the establishment of wilderness areas 
wlthin Rockingham The Board adopted a resolulion in May of last year setting out the County's position on the 
wilderness issue. 
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Response The Forest Service has recommended no land In Rockingham County for wilderness study 

Letter 1455 I oppose daalgnated wilderness because of being too reatrkted This also reduces handicapped acceaa, 
reduces mgt options, doas not necessarily contribute to 'wildness'. S4metlmas even causss more harm to the 
forest with Increased ussm WouldnY mlnd so much ii the desianated wildemess areas were more scattered, 

Response 

Letter 2014 

Letter 2939 

Letter 4258 

Response 

but Forestry Division is c&ntrating on our s p d l c  area We h e  In the 'Hub of Augusta County' and we're 
building fast There's a lot of concern in our area about the closing of this much area 

The three roadless areas recommended for wilderness study possess no opdn roads and have lmie likelihood 
of being roaded even if they were not designated as wilderness. 

Designating the Three Ridges erea as a Wilderness management area Is appropriate. There is a need for 
backoountty reoreatban that is expactad to iwease suhstantiaily according to the U S Forest Service 1989 RPA 
study. The Three Ridges area is Ngged and remote Your for& surveys and projections indicate there is lMe 
economically recoverable limber that oan be harvested from this area H is best left as is, wHh the best Dossible 
use baing backcountry recreation. 

I support designating the Three Ridges area as Wildemeas. 

The Three Ridges Area should be declared a wilderness aree Commercial development in this area would be 
a tragedy 

The Three Ridges Roadless Area will be recommended for wilderness study d the Regional Forester selects 
Alternatives 3,6. EA, 9, 11 or 13 as the Revised Pian 

Letter 2060 

Response 

Append% C (roadless areas), the claim is made that all wilderness areas in the Blue Ridge are the same, and 
thatthe26roadlessareasalsoarethesameaseechdherand asexistingwi1demessareas.Thedr~concludes 
that on this basis they do not deserve wilderness status I challenge such e claim when the pertinent existing 
wilderness areas ere prtiiuliy small. The sum total of exi&ng wilderness in the Jefferson NF, the OW, and the 
Monongahela NF. is only about 250,wO acres Just because these units are small. they must be better 
protected, buffered and linked together wrth stili addltional yet undasignated areas To not do so would be to 
threaten their long term survival as Wilderness and thus to violate the Implied mandate of earlier commitments 
of Congress end the American people to protect them es wilderness under the Wilderness Act 

One of the concerns expressed during the second roadiess area evaluation (RARE 10 was that representative 
landforms and ecosystems were included in the National Wilderness Preservahon System. The Forest Service 
directions for conducting roadless area evaluations require this point to be considered 88 part of any roadless 
area evaluation. 

Atthough there ere existlng wildernesses in the Appalachian Oak Forest ecosystem and the Ridge and Valley 
Physiographic Province, this fact was not used to dlsqualtfy any roadless areas from consideration nor did rt 
influence the Forest Service recommendation 

Letter 2060 

Response 

I challenge the Forest Service's conclusion that these wildernesses and the 20 roadiess areas are all the same 
What is your evidence? The conclusion that they are the same besed on physiographic province or landform 
classdicetion would be akin to concluding that cows and humans ere the seme because they ere mammals I 
challenge the Forest Service to demonstrate genetic homogenelty in ail these tracts 

The ID Teem does not maintain that ell roadless areas are the same or have equal value as addiiions to the 
National Wilderness Preservation System because they lie in the same ecosystem or iandfoim 

LBtter 2204 

Response 

~~~ 

Wilderness acreage will increase when existing areas have proven their worthlessness 

The ID Team is uncertain of the meaning of this comment 
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M e r  2364 I agree with the Wildemem Saclaty call for more Wilderne88 designations needing to be esiablished. The 5% 
flgure of permaneniiy protected Wilderness area .wma totally inadequale for our 'NF'. Si. Mary's Wiidemeaa 
for example le always crowded and when I think about it It would be so eesy to expand this area by added 
thousand acres from Big Levels. 

Big Levels contalns examples of exemplary biological wmmunitles which merit special protection. Both the 
Forest Service and the Virginia Divbion of Natural Herbge Prcgrm believe that wilderness designation may 
preclude, or at lewt complicate. the management practiuu needed to reatore or maintain these special 
biological communities. 

The three weas recommended for wlidemess designation on the Pedlar Ranger Dishid (The Priest, Three 
Ridges and St  Marys Addition) are M e r  candidates for addltlon to the National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 

Response 

Lener 2825 

Response 

I am interested in the Priest being managed 88 a wiidemMs area. 

The Priest Roadless Area will be recommended for wi idemw study if the Regional Forester select8 Aiternatives 
3, SA, 9, 11 or 13 88 the R e v i d  Pian. 

Letter 3728 Management Area 8. n is our recommendation regarding wilderness study areas p3 roadless ereas') to elther 
designate these ereas es wiidemess or resume normal mgmt actwlties by assigning these areas to some other 
MA designation 

Under the Ewtern Wilderness Act of 1975, the Forest Service le iimlted to recommending areas for Wilderness 
study'. It requires an act of Congress to establish wilderness 

Response 

Letlers 3696,3867. 3896 

Response 

Letter 371 1 

Response 

. ~~~~ 

I support the USFS's pian to manage the Three RidgeslPriest area 88 a wilderness. 

The Priest and Three Ridges Roadless Areas will be recommended for wilderness study d the Regional Forester 
selects Ahnatives 3, 8A, 9.11 or 13 as the Revised Pian. 

Bath County does not eupporl addnionai wilderness. 

The Forest Service has recommended no land in Bath County for wildemess study. 

Letter 4001 

Response 

Wilderness should be increased by designating existing roadless are88 as wilderness and by creating buffer 
zones around, and corridors between, wilderness areas to the extent possible. 

Aiiernative 3 has been formulated to explore the menagement of the Forest as a wiidernessoorridor system. 
Alternative 9 allocates ail roadless areas to a management area that recommends wilderness study and 
provides migration corridors Both of these enernathres are considered in detail in the FEIS, and either could be 
selected as the Revised Pian ll it is identdied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefb. 

, 

Lener 2372 

Response 

Letter 5 

A common objection to wilderness designation is that organizations that maintain the trails within an area will 
not be able to use chainsaws and power tools. As trail maintenance volunteers, we are perfectly willing to use 
hand tools in keeping wtIh wilderness regulations. 

While the Forest Service appreciates your organization'e willingness to maintain trails within wilderness without 
power tools, this concern we8 not a factor in deciding which roadless areas would be recommended for 
wilderness study 

The east needs some big wilderness for biodhrerslty and for the evolutionary process to function. Commodity 
eXtraEtion should not be the highest prioriiy in the Qeorge Washington National Forest. 
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Response Commodtty extraction. primarily timber halvesting, 1s but one of the many uses outlined in the Multiple Use - 
Sustained Yield Act It should be noted that such commodtty extraction will impact only a vety small portion of 
the Forest and will provide openings and food to ensure biodiversny 

LeUer 19 I am very concerned the momentum toward protectlng forest lands from logging through Wilderness designa- 
tion not be lost 

Wllderness Is a unique and vltal resource In addition to offering pnmltlve recreation oppottunlties, d is valuable 
for its scientific and educational uses, as a benchmark for ecological studies, and for the preservation of 
histarlcal and natural features While wilderness designation does preclude logging. that Is not the purpose of 
such designation 

ResDonse 

Letter 73 We have oversupplied wilderness and seml-wilderness areas in relation to the amount of users for such 
actlvties 

I feel that there is no need for any more wllderness areas In the forest I hope that you also see this my way and 
the way of many of the people I associate wlth In the 4x4 communtty 

Letter 83 

Latiers 1888,1889,1906,1963,1964,1965,1966,1967,2106,2107,2108,2109,2110,2111,2112,2113,2114,2115,2116,2117,2118, 
2119,2120,2121,2122,2123,2124,2125,2126,2127,2128,2404,2405,2406,2407,2408,2409,2410,2411,2412,2413,2414,2415, 
2416,2417,2779,2780,2761,2782,2783,21&,2785,2786,2787,2788,2789,2790,2791,2792,2793,2794,31t4,3115,3116,3117, 
3118,3119,3151,3152,3153.3154.3155,3156.3157,3158.3159,3160.3161.3162.3163,3164,3165,3166,3167,3t~,31~,3t70, 
3171.3172.3173.3174,3175,3176,3177,3178,3179,3180.3181,3182,3183.3184,3185,4076,4077,4078,4079,4MK), 4081,4082 

We cannot supportthe proposed Three Ridges, Pnest and Mt Pleasant Wilderness areas Because these areas 
are already "wilderness' type places we feel the management option should stay as it is so as to provide the 
professional NFS staff to be able to manage these areas for maximum protection and productiviiy We want the 
options for these areas to be avarlable to cope wlth things lika the gypsy moth, possible salvaging of dead trees 
from the gypsy moth areas, access for the elderly and handicapped and wildlrfe management 

There Is an adequate amount of existing wilderness areas and acreage, and (0 do not support any additional 
areas or even wilderness study 

I believe there Is more than enough wilderness presently on the National Forest and more is not needed A 
wilderness resource base Is amply provided by the Shenandoah National Park for all of the interested patties 

Letter 2891 

Letter 3822 

Letters 3660,3831,4013 
Your final Land Management Plan must include no addltional wilderness 

We oppose ANY further Federal Designated Wilderness Areas We are not opposed to some wilderness type Letter 3592 
mst. 

Response Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 7, and 12 recommend no addltionat lands for wilderness study. They allocate existing 
roadless areas, as studied In the planning process and discussed in the FEIS. to management areas that would 
allow development of motorized access. If one of these Is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public 
benefk. rt will be selected by the Regional Forester to s e w  as the Revised Plan 

Letter 36 

Letter 1057 

Release all proposed wilderness areas for full multiple use management 

A t  8 sets aside another 251,978 ac for wilderness Call It remote highlands or whatever you wish, but we 
presently have wilderness areas that aren't needed or desired by most American cltizens 

The current level of Wilderness Areas should be maintained and remain roadless 

Since Congressman Olin refused to Introduce wilderness legislation we believe that you should reopen these 
areas to multiple use once again 

Letter 2fl39 

LeUer 2586 
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Letters 3573,3574,3575 
Alternative 8 sets aside another 251,978 acres for wilderness. We presentiy have wilderness areas that aren't 
needed or desired by most Amencan cltlzens 

Need release language for ell roadless areas. 

All other [wlldemess] study areas need to be clearly released In the Flnal Plan for Multiple Use Management. 

We feel since Congressman Olin refused to Introduce the Wllderneas legislation. the proposed Wilderness' 
areas should be released for full multiple use management 

The 27 roadless areas evaluated in Appendix C meat the Forest Service definition of roadless areas in Chapler 
7 of the Land and Resource Management Plmnrng Handbook (FSH 1909 12) 

The Fore& Service is flndlng that people want and need awider array of uses, values, products and condltions 
from the Forest then in the past These addltionai wants Include environmental condltlons associated wlth 
remote recreation and habltat for area-sensitive species Providing these condltions is consistent wlth the 
definltion of 'mukpie use' in Section 4 of the Multiple Use - Susiained Yield Act The concept of multiple use 
recognlzes that not every multiple use can be accommodated on the seme tract of national forest land 

As displayed in Table 517 of the FEIS. the 27 roadless areas are allocated to e number of management areas. 
89% of the acreage In these roadless areas is allocated to management areas that exclude road construction 
and other management practices that would preclude their ebildy l o  meet the definltion of roadless areas The 
exclusion of these management practices does not mean that the roadless areas are 'de facto' wilderness. A 
number of 'light-on-theland' management practices (such as prescribed fire) are permmed on all roadless 
areas Salvaging of dead or dylng timber and reconstruction (including relocation) of system roads are allowed 
in the periphery of most roadless areas Maintenance of existing wildlife improvements is permilied in most 
roadless areas Construction of new wildllfe lmpravements is permllted on the periphefy and along Internal 
system roads in a number of roadless areas. 

Although the Revised Pian can allocate roadless areas to avarlety of management areas wHh dlfferent goals and 
objectives, it cannot 'release them to multiple use managemew 'Release' language has tradtioneily been 
Included in wilderness legislation The Forest does not belmve that tt would be appropriate or legal for the 
Revised Plan to attempt to accomplish this. 

Letier 36M) 

Letter3951 

Letter 4256 

Response 

LeUer 146 In Alternative 12, the wilderness acreage does not increase et ell The RPA projected increase in wilderness use 
suggests that addltional wilderness should be recommended. 

Alt 12 should also have some wilderness study areas. 

Wilderness Sudy Areas - Add to Alternative 12 those three Study Areas that is included in Alternative 8 

Alternative 12 is one of the fourteen aiternatives considered in detail in the FEIS The decision l o  not recommend 
any roadless areas for wilderness study is part of the overall theme of Alternative 12 (as well as Alternatives 2, 
4. 5 and 7). In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will select the alternative that he has identdied as 
maximizing net public benefts If Alternative 2, 4, 5, 7 or 12 were selected, then no roadless areas would be 
recommended for wilderness study 

The technical analysis behind the 1990 RPA assessment is purposefully qune vague in Its discussion of 
wilderness supply end demand due primarily l o  the lack of accurate information on wilderness use lt acknowl- 
edges the tremendous increme in demand as represented by recreational use following World War iI through 
the early 1980's and the levelling off of this use in recent years We are aware of the proiections for future 
demand for wilderness Acreage recommended for wilderness study varles by alternative from none In several 
alternatives to a maximum in Alternative 3 

Letter 1453 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Letter 171 What is the difference beween managing for 'scenic* quality/r-word/aUrlbutes and managing Wilderness'? Is 
there an ideological separahon of these two? What about SEA and WGMlsA? 
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Response We are not sure what 'scenic qualky/r-word/aMbutetes' means Presumably 'r-word' Is Ratenilon. one of the 
Visual Quality Objectives (VQO) of the Forest Service Vkual Management System. Wilderness receives a 
Preservation V W  allowing only ecological changes with management activities prohibited. The Retention VQO 
allows for management activities that are not visually evident Pressrvatlon Is appropriate In wilderness and 
wilderness study areas Retentlon is appropriate In other parts of the For& depending on the concerns for 
scenic qualnies. 

Letter 173 

ReSDOnSe 

Wilderness designation 1s imperalive for protection of our national heritage. 

The Forest agrees that wilderness plays an important role In the protection of our national heritage 

Letter 369 

Response 

Letter 371 

Response 

Wiiderness/Remote Areas: To allocate 27% of the Forest for preservation as proposed by All 8 1s unwarranted: 
it cannot and has not been justtfied by a comprehensive Goa, benefit, and demand anelysls The more than 
80,Wo acres designated for such use in AR 12 far exceeds demand 

Wilderness and lands recommended for wilderness study with a praservatlon visual qual* objective make up 
about 4% of the total forest acreage Other lands d i s c u d  In this comment, Remote Highlands, are In 
Management Area 9. These lands classdied as Remote Highlands are not intended to be wilderness and are 
not ciassnied for preservation Though the areas are managed to provide older vegetation In remote and 
Isolated areas, existing roads and trails remain In the area for access Light on the land management actlvhles 
can and will occur. 

We are told that there should be no further designations of wilderness since they invlte over-use. The reason 
that they are over-used 15 that there are not enough of them now. With an adequate supply, over-use would not 
be a problem 

Over-use of existing wilderness. primarib SI Ma~y's, appears to be more of a location and access situation than 
amount. It's easy to gat there and Is readily accessible This is a management problem, not a designation 
problem. 

Letter 735 

Response 

Pending Wilderness designation, we hopethattheMt PleasanIAreawlll be assigned10 Mgt. Area8, MA9 being 
our second choice 

The Forest Service preferred alternative estabilshes the Mt. Pleasant aree In Management Area21 as e Special 
Management Area. it 1s established to offer e variety of recreational experiences that ere In harmony with 
protecting unique biological and primitive recreation opportundtes 

Letter 2348 

Resrxrnse 

I am against any more wilderness areas and areas classified as Remote Highlands, We have enough areas set 
s d e  now to meet the demand. 

Alternative 8A 15 designed to provide for awlder arrey of uses, values, producis and condltions than tradltionally 
recognized as multiple uses In deciding on the appropriate mixture of muniple uses, the ID Team considered 
values and environmental condltions which cannot be measured In terms of 'demand'. To conclude that 
portions of the Forest should not be allocated to Management Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 or21 simply because they 
are not needed to meat the demand for 'primltwe, non-motorized' recreation Ignores the fact that these areas 
are also providing biological values and condrtions desired by the public Development of these areas would 
require exbnsive roading that cannot be economically lustdied on a Forest wlth a bdowsosttimber harvesting 

Letter 3927 

Letter 3927 

If the specialized areas such as Wilderness, Research areas. etc. are kept as proposed in Akernate Plan Eight, 
this will resun in too much specialized management In the Pedlar district Regular recreation and timber 
management will be greatly reduced. 

The Forest Service should continue to manage Big Levels, Three Ridges, The Priest and Mt Pleasant 88 
currentty utilized Under the current management, maximum use of the forests are obtained 
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Response The Pedlar Ranger Disirlct contains areas of unique blolcglcel and recrefdonal values. The Forest Service 
preferred alternative reccgnkas that there are tradaoth, involved in managing these areas to retain these 
values. 

Letter 968 

Response 

My priorhies ere preservation of wiidemeas areas and a c w u  lo the public for hiking and wilderness camping. 
I do not believe in puttlng in lots of roads and opening up areas for Umbering. 

Existing wilderness areas are preaerved in all allem&as. Addtional recommendations for designation of 
wilderness siudy areas vary by aIlemf4hw Trall coMlrudon and recon8imctlon projects are w h i n e d  in 
Appendix E of the Revised Pian This project iistlng does n o l v v  by allemahre Trails to be conaruciod each 
year will be datermined on an annual baa10 once funding Is received and priortias are determined The Regional 
Forester will select the anernatbe that maximizes net public bensflts. taking into account the need for hiking 
access and wilderness camping as well as the need for roads and Umber harvesting. 

Letter 4016 

Response 

Saving unique areas as nature preserves has its place but holding large tracts of land as 'non-utilization' 
preserves serves no crtical environmental fundon. 

The Forest has reduced the amount of land sultabie for timber production from the 1986 Plan, but has not 
appreciably reduced the amount of lands on which avarlety of management practices can occur. Even on most 
of the lands unsultebie for ember production, other management activfiies may take place. The expanded 
wildlife management program provides habnat manipulation In areas where timber quality is poor, where there 
are weak markets for such products, andlor in remote areas where associated roading costs ara extremely high. 
These condltions exist in many portions of the forest, and designating such ereas as unsuhble for timber 
production helps avoid below cod timber sales. Overall habitat management increases, compared to Anerna- 
live 2 (interim Management), and estimates made for game species' populations do not show declines. 

Most roadless areas retain their roadless status, and are contained prlmanly wlthin Management Areas 4,s and 
21, Management for wildlife 1s not excluded Other management areas such as 14,15,16, and 22 are managed 
primarily for wildlife The values that these areas provide are detailed in Chapter 3 of the Revised Pian 

Letter 2283 

Letter 2283 

Letter 2536 

Response 

Our national forests need to be protected so that there may be a green corridor for native species to survive 

The existing Forest Service recommendations for wilderness would leave less than 5% of the GWNF as 
permanently protected wilderness This is totally Inadequate to provide for recreation needs and biological 
dberslty in this critical green corridor 

My main and very strong objection is the totally Inadequate provision for permanently protected wilderness 
areas. Expanding wilderness areas would also provide unfragmented habltat for non-game wildlife, which is a 
need virtually ignored in the plan This crltical need for habitat and migration corridor protection will not be met 
on private lands 

The Revised Pian identifies three aress for further study for possible recommendations as Wilderness Most 
roadless areas are contained primarily within Management Areas 4,9, and 21. Under this allocation their basic 
roadless characteristics are not compromised 

Letter 4001 

Resnonse 

The entire Laurel Fk area should be managed as wilderness We are not conversant with all of the details of 
Special Biological Area and Research Natural Area mgt: however, the following features should apply no timber 
cuning for any reason; no oil, gas. or mineral development; no motorized vehicle [ATWORV) use, no reservoir 
development, no developed rec area not now in place: no road construdon, no grazing permmed, hunting and 
fishing permmed wnh restrictions to protect FTS &some other spscles; no trapping: minimal trall maintenance 
for foot travel only We support the mgi. proposals by Curtis Selher (letter, 9 Mar 92) wlul the exception that 
bobcat hunting not be permmed and that bear hunting uslng packs of dogs, radio tracking, or other excessive 
means not be permdied 

in the Revised Pian, the Laurel Fork Roadlsss Area has been allocated to Management Area 21 as a Special 
Management Area Thls roadless area contains biological and mineral values which ouhveigh its value as 
wilderness 
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The Laurel Fork Special Management Area is classffled as unsuitable for timber production Some hawesting 
of fuelwood will be permmed along FOR 106 and FOR 457 There may also be some harvesting associated wlth 
the elimination of non-natnre red pine plantations Salvage of timber killed by gypsy moth or other natural or 
man-made causes 1s permmed on portions of Middle Mountain accesslblefrom FOR457 and alongthe roadside 
corridor of FOR I06 This salvage will be conducted in such a manner that the roadless character and primitive 
appearance of the Laurel Fork Special Management Area are not signdcantly moddied 

The Laurel Fork Special Management Area 1s available for oil and gas minerals wrih Controlled Use Stipulations, 
and is available for other leasable minerals on a caseby-case basis and is not available for common variety 
minerals 

Public motorized access is limried to open system roads The intention is to relocate approximately 1 1 miles 
of FDR 427 along Middle Mountain on the eastern side of the Laurel Fork Special Management Area and to 
construct an access road and parklng lot off Slate Route 642. 

There are no opjmrtunrties for grazing in the Laurel Fork Special Management Area and no grazing permits will 
be issued 

Any regulation of hunting, fishing and trapping is a legal responsibility of the Commonwealth of Virginia and Is, 
therefore, outade the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Letter 371 

Response 

We are told that wilderness will inhiblt ‘managemenr for endangered species The rare end endangered 
species of the Southern Appalachians are forthe most part inhabitants of undisturbed forests of the mountains 
Wilderness designation is the best single method of management for these species 

Wilderness provides habltat for many sensdsve, threatened, and endangered species, but other land manage 
ment designations provide protection, and In many cases, more latltude in management for these species 
Management Area 4 is specifically used for the management and protection of such species Forest Service 
policy provides for the protection of these species, regardless of where they are located on the Forest In 
adddon, the Endangered Species Act provides speclfic protection to species listed as federally threatened or 
endangered 

Letter I059 

Response 

Letter 3801 

Response 

I spend 1-2 weeks ayear hiking and camping in the GWNF and I strongly believe this area should be managed 
as a wilderness area 

The various alternatives in the FElS present varying amounts of land recommended for wilderness study. The 
Regional Forester will select the alternative that maximizes net public benefits based on management for all 
resources including the wilderness resource 

The Laurel Fork division has thrived under special mgmt If the mgmt. plan is to be changed. we would be 
irresponsible d we did no1 consider a wilderness-type of plan (At least, for the Laurel Fork division) 

The Laurel Fork Roadless Area is recommended for wilderness study in Alternatives 3, 9, 11, and 13 In the 
preferred alternative, Laurel Fork remains a Special Management Area 

Letter 2242 

Response 

Give future consideration to wilderness areas from Rough Mountain to Rich Hole 

It 16 assumed that this comment refers to the Mill Mountain Roadless Area The preferred alternative allocates 
this area to management areas that protect the roadless characteristics of Mill Mountain such that It may be 
considered for wilderness or wilderness study area designation in the future 

Letter 2273 il appears that the inclusion of the area (The St Marys) Into Management Area 8 is based on no valid reasons 
whatsoever, except perhaps a response to perceived public demand for land so designated. 
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The St. Marys Addltion does not really have wilderness quatWes It Is naar civilization, is bounded to the south 
and practically to the east by roads, has contrived boundary excbsion8, and Is populated by remains of old 
mines and mining activity. Boundaries would be hard io ddne and vehlcular access hard to control 

Perhaps the recommendation was made to provlde a bMer area for, or to dilute heavy usage of the existing st. 
Maws Wilderness area Is this justliiable? I suggest that inclusion into management area 4 would be more 
appropriate. 

The Wilderness Act and subsequent legislation designating wiidemessea does not provide for buffers. The area 
Is viewed as a logical addltion to the Saint Mery's Wilderness and has been evaluated as having values that 
warrant a recommandatlon for wilderness study area dasignetlon. 

St Marys Addltion Roadless Area has not been nominated for consideration as a special biological area 
Management Area 4 only contains those unique communhea nominated by an appropriate state or federal 
agency 

Letter 2273 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

The Priest and Three Ridges are very similar, in fact they are separated only by Route 58 A common feature 
of both these areas is the presence of the Appalachian Trail, and that factor is the basis of my concern. 

The Priest and Three Ridges were determined to contain biological and physical characteristics that would 
render them valuable addltions to the National Wilderness Preservation System and are recommended by the 
Regional Forester for wriderness study area designation This evaluation is contained in Appendix C of the FEE. 
The Regional Forester's recommendation IS a preliminary administrative recommendation that will recaive 
furlher review and possible modlfication by the Chief of the Forest Service. Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
President of the United States. 

Letter 2273 

LetIer 2273 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Trail maintenance is best accomplished using mechanized tools such as chalnsaws and waedeaten Although 
the Wilderness Act allows the use of motorboats and aircraft, Where these uses have already become estab- 
lished', It does not appear to make the same provision for the use of mechanized tools 

The DEIS indicates that 'the AT and its related structures may represent a desirable existing use 'and that 
mechanized tools would not be used, 'except as expressly allowed by the land managing agency'. The 
weakness in this proposal is that such hedging leaves too many questions unanswered. 

The language from the Wilderness Act mentioned in the commentwas specifically put in the legislation to allow 
for continued usa by motorboats and aircraft in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Subsequent legislation 
designating wildernesses has not made provisions for mechanized tools 

it these areas (The Priest and Three Ridges) were to truly become wilderness, the two shelters, should be 
removed Trail maintenance, aswe now know it, would cease I do not see elther of these scenarios as desirable 

Standards allow for existing facilities within wllderness areas to be maintained, but new facilities will not be 
constructed. This is applicable to areas recommended for wilderness study area designation. Trail maintenance 
would be by non-motorized means The AT already passes through several existing wildernesses and would be 
maintained similarly in the Priest and Three Ridges areas 

Letter 2273 

Response 

The inclusion of these areas into management area 4 would seem to accomplish the same goals, wlthout 
permanent and oppressive regulation The conclusions I draw is the same as stated in Appendix A of the DEIS 
'The present management of the Appalachian Trail corridor retains wilderness characteristics ' 'it an area IS not 
recommended for wilderness study, there are several other management options, or management areas where 
they can be protected or lightly managed so that their wilderness characteristics are preserved'. 

Management Areas 4 and 8 have dtiferent goals wilderness study area designation, a Congressional action, 
is to allow for a close study of the area, an exlention of the evaluation as contained in Appendix C of the pian. 
If the area is not recommended for widemess study, there are indeed several options The Regional Forester 
will make a recommendation based on the net public benefits including the benefits of recommending the area 
for wilderness study area designation or not 
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Letter Z273 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Letter 2319 

Response 

Letter 2572 

Response 

Letter 2612 

Letter 2615 

Response 

In light of the .serious negatlve impact' of wildernem designation, why designate? If the Management Plan Is 
truly developed to best utilize and protect the forest rwouroas, then Inclusion of these lands Into management 
area 4 would be more effective. k would be nahre to atate that those are the only dynamics involved. Certainly 
public opinion, eventhatofafew small butvocal groups, needoto be considered I would recommend that only 
theThree Ridges andThe Priestsectlons be recommended, andonlywiththe expressed desirethattheexlstlng 
uses of the Appalachian Trail, Shekers, and mechanked trail maintenance be perpetuated 

The suggestion that the area may be more sultebly asalgned to manegement Area 4 Is noted for the FEIS. The 
'serious negative Impact' mentioned in the comment muat be balanced wkh the entire scope of benefits of 
wilderneas study area designailon. In fact, this Is the purpose of wllderneas study area designation, to allow for 
the study of Impacts, poshive and negative, with regard to wilderness designation Wth reference to the 
Appalachian Trail, the Standards adopted for Management Area 6 recognize wilderness as an integral part of 
the Appalachian Trail experience As such, use of power equipment in maintenance of the trail would be 
prohiblted This standard has been developed in cooperation with the Appalachian Trail Conference, other 
National Forests in the Southem Region, and the Southern Region Office. 

According to the DEIS'an estimated 6.000 visnor days of recreation use were recorded in St Marys Wilderness 
In 1969 This slgndlcant amount of use has led to serious negative impacts on the area's wilderness qualities 
and resources. 

The signdicant Impact of use Is known In the SI Mary's Wilderness. The Ranger District, In cooperation wlth 
concerned citizens, has developed a management plan for the Wilderness Part of this Is the Implementation 
of closures and other regulations In order to allow the Impacted areas to heal. The damage to the resources of 
the area would very likely have occurred wthout wilderness designation. The area is heavily used because 
is readily accessible, not h a u s e  it Is wilderness. If anything, the wilderness designation has lessened the 
impacts by limiting motorized and non-motorized vehicular traffic 

The McGraw Gap and Fore Mt East, Warm Springs Mountain South, Including the Cllfton Forge Reservoir 
watershed and Bald Knob should be considered for wilderness designation 

The recommendation for several areas to be Included for consideration for wilderness designation is noted In 
the selected anernatwe, the Regional Forester will make a recommendation for lands to be designated as 
wilderness study areas. Congressional adon 1s required for actual designation as either a wilderness or 
wilderness study area In making this recommendation, these lands should contain certain values that would 
make them valuable additions to the National Wllderness Preservation System There were 27 roadless areas 
studied to determine if they had values appropriate for wilderness designation Of the areas mentioned In the 
comment, only the Bald Knob area was included In one of the 27 areas. Dolly Ann 

[Alternatwe 81 would permit activities that will cause 24 of the 26 inventoried roadless areas to be further 
decreased in size or quallty of habitat or akogether removed from future inventories. 

As displayed in Table 317, the preferred alternative 89% of the lands in existing roadiess areas are to 
managements areas that retain the roadiess character of these areas. 

We need more wilderness areas set aside for now, and forthe future, the protection of existing wilderness areas 
and designation of new onas is of paramount Importance. 

Some areas are so beautlful that they do need some form of protection such as the Wilderness Area System 
Travel should be kept to the foot in these areas 

Designation of wilderness and wilderness study areas requires Congressional legislation. The preferred aiierna- 
tive recommends three areas for designation as wilderness study areas With this designation, the areas will be 
managed as though they are wilderness This recommendation is a preliminary administratwe step that will 
receive further review and possible modification by the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture. 
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Letler 2633 

Response 

Letter 2594 

Response 

Letter 2710 

Response 

and the President of the United Sialee M o m  being wnt to Congrm where stlii additional modHicstlons can 
Occur. 

The majorlly of my conswUents do not want new wlldemew dgigndom in Amherst, Nelson, or Augusfa 
counties 

In the record of deckion for the FEIS, the Fiegional Foreater will select the diemethre to serve as the Revised 
Pian for the next ten to fHteen yeam. Although public comments are considered in reaching this decision, it is 
not based on avotlng process but rather the identMd abiiltv ofthe ~ iec ted  akernative to maximize net Dubiic 
bndb,  

I am opposad to designating any more Natlonal F o r d  land as wiidamm Wilderness designation eliminates 
management of the area by trained personnel. it prohibits handicapped uw, and in Virginia and other Eastern 
states, the tract size of these recommended ma0 is w small that designation usually has the opposite effect 
of creatlng Wildness' because of the traflio it create8 rwultlng from wilderness designation. 

Contrary to what the commentindicates, wilderness management requiresvery special management by trained 
personnel. Persons with disabilities are not prohibited from entering wilderness, however, they are presented 
a greater challenge The purpose of wilderness is more than just outdoor recreation. it is a benchmark against 
which the changes in surrounding lands may be compared k is a repository of scientdic. educational, scenic, 
geological, ecological, and historical values. Existing overuse in wildernesses, as in st Mary's, is a resuit of 
relatively easy access rather than Wilderness designation. Rich Hole and Rough Mountain, designated 88 

wildernesses in 1988, have received relatively iMe use. Area specific management documents have been 
prepared to deal with the overuse in SI Mary's Wilderness. 

Man has played such an intrusive role into ail ecosystems, can't we leave some areas untouched? Wilderness 
should exist for its own sake. n brings recreational dollars into the area and tl requires the FS to spend 1888 
resources 

Wilderness Is designated for more than its recreatlonal values. in addition to providing outstanding opportuni- 
ties for primitive and unconfined recreatlon, it contains ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, 
educational, scenic, or historical values Wilderness management does require t", effort, and funding. 

Letters 1953,1954, Is, t956,1957,1958,1959,2067.2068, ~'68,3058,3146 
I would like to recommend that the 'Priesr and 'Three Ridges' continue to be managed at current status. By 
leaving it off the WD list, at leastthe NF has access into the area and options available in the event of flre, plane 
crashes, gypsy moth control, etc 

k is importantto realize that federal legislation is needed to establish awiiderness or wilderness study area The 
Priest and Three Ridges were determined to contain biological and physical characteristics that would render 
them valuable addltions to the National Wilderness Preservation System and may be recommended by the 
Regional Forester for wilderness study area designation This evaluation is contained in Appendix C of the FEIS. 
The Regional Forester's recommendation is a preliminary adminlstrahve recommendation that will receive 
further review and posdble modification by the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriwtture, and the 
President of the United States. 

Response 

Letter 3659 Pian No. 8 includes 3wiiderne.s study areas We have enoughwiiderness areas now. This is one of the greatest 
waste of our natural resources in existence today. There is a wilderness area about 15 miles from our farm and 
about 2 years ego, it caught fire and because it was a wilderness area, they did not try to exbnguish it The 
smoke settled in our area and for about a week, it was dlfficuh to breathe Some people had to have medical 
attention. 

wilderness designation does not preclude fire fighting it is presumed that the fire referred to was in the 
Barbour's Creek Wilderness on the Jefferson National Forest. This fire was actively fought Like any wildfire, it 
took time and weather, along with positive steps taken by fire fighters. to extinguish it. 

Response 
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Wilderness is a resourca unto &If, a repoaitoly of geological, ecological, or other features of scientbic, 
educational, scenic, or historic values lt is a benchmark against which araas outside of the wilderness may be 
compared Appendix C of the FElS contains an evaluation report on each of the 27 roadless areas A number 
of these areas contam biological andlor physicd qualihea that wwld render them valuable additions to the 
Naonal Wilderness Preservation System it 1s on this basis that areas are recommended by the Regional 
Forester for designation as wilderness study amas 

The Regional Forester will select an alternative to Mrva as the Revlsed Forest Plan that maximizes net public 
baneflts The wildemeahvalues are among the benefitsthaf mustbewnsldered in bdance with other resources 

Letter 3504 

Response 

Letter 3812 

Response 

I question the wisdom of increasing the wildemaas area proposed in some of the plans The wilderness area 
from the GWNF will during the coming years be the specially Important nursery forthe gypsy moth 

Thevastmajorlty ofthaForeatisnottreatedforBypsymothinf~onbeoauss~would beessentially infeasible 
and too costly. The acreage recommended for wilderness study in any of the alternatives makes up a relatively 
small amount compared to the rest of the Forest that la untreated There 1s no reason to believe that wilderness 
designation will hesten the spread of the gypsy moth 

The Mt Pleasant region occupies the same high region encompassed by the proposed wilderness on 3 Ridges 
and the Priest and should not be excluded from study. The high peaks of the Pedlar District are traversed by 
the Appalachian Trail and offer the best and largest region for dispersed recreation in the Forest Consolidation 
of these peaks into a large wilderness region Is the best method io preservetheir remoteness and protect dfrom 
roadbuilding and timber harvesting 

The Mt. Pleasant Area Is included in Management Area 21 Remote, non-motorized recreation Is emphasized 
in this area 

Letter 3812 

Response 

The western edge of the Pedlar District is composed of steep sandstone ridges which are unsuitable for 
development of any kind The Adams Peak and 3 Sisters areas. which encompass these ridges both north and 
souih of Buena Vista should be included as Wilderness study areas The nature of the slopes and low quallty 
of the timber make these areas of no interest for development, and there Is no sensible reason why they should 
not be afforded Wilderness protecbon 

All of Three Sisters and 98% of Adams Peak wlll be unavallablefor development In the Revised Forest Plan and 
will retain their roadless, remote, non-motorized characteristics. 

Letter 3894 

Response 

~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~ ~ 

Take no action that would disqualrfy Roadieas Areas from recommendation for designation as Wilderness. 

In the preferred alternative, 89% of the land In the 27 evaluated roadless areas remains as wilderness or 
othamise unavailable for development 

Letter 3927 

Response 

Letter 3527 

Response 

I am opposed to any more Wilderness Areas for the reasons listed below. 

Reasons listed in the comment are responded to on an individual basis 

I Wilderness Areas reduce management options 

Wilderness is a management option unto Itself and is fully recognized as a part of mukiple use management 
under the Muitiple Use Sustained Yield A d  of 1- 

Letter 3927 

Response 

2 Reduce access to the forest for the Handicapped and Elderly persons 

The three areas that are recommended for wildemess study area designation have lmie likelihood of having 
Increased access even b they were not recommended 
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Lelter 3927 

Response 

3 Does not necessarib contribute to Wilderness and sometimes causes more harm to the forest because of 
increased usage 

Over use in wilderness, such as has occurred in St Mary's, results more from easy access and previous use 
than from wilderness designation. 

Letter 3927 

Letter 3927 

Resoonse 

4. All proposed areas have some of the besttimberland anywhere in the State of Virginia and all areas have been 
used for timberland wlth the timber being harvested periodically. 

5 If these areas are declared wllderness, this wlll be a complete waste of one of our natural resource6 - the 
timber 

Even though there is some good timber in each of the three areas recommended for wilderness study area 
designation, any attempt to haNest this timber would be very dlfficuk due to limited access and steep terrain. 
Road development is not considered economically feasible. 

Letier 3927 

Response 

6 Wilderness areas would go against the current and past uses of the area 

All 27 areas evaluated in Appendix C of the FElS are essentially roadless now Wildamess Study Area designa- 
tion would maintain this current status it is acknowledged that wilderness designation would bring new uses 
and differing values The Regional Forester will select the akerative that best maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 3939 

Resoonse 

Roadless areas considered for wilderness study but not selected should be released for development such as 
timber and wiidllfe management This must be clearly stated in the EIS and PIanto preventthem from being held 
In a de-facto wilderness status forever 

Chapter 3 of the FElS presents how the 27 evaluated roadless areas ere managed in the varying alternatives 
The Regional Forester will select the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 3968 

Response 

Wilderness is not necessary to protect the forest Wilderness is slnyle use. 

The purpose of wllderness Is not to protect the forest Wilderness is a recognized. legitimate palt of multiple use 
management under the Multiple Use Sustained Meld Act of 1960 Wilderness is a resource unto ibelf, a 
repository of ecological, geological, or other features of scientlfic, educational, scenic, or historic values It is an 
area where man is a visitor and does not remain R serves as a benchmark against which to compare areas 
outside of wilderness where man's activltles are readily apparent 

Letter 4013 

Resoonse 

Why are areas like Reddish Knob, Meadow Knob, Elliott Knob, and Skidmore hollow being considered for 
wilderness designation when primltive roads exist? These primltive roads are what the four wheel drive 
recreationallst uses 

The geographical features mentloned in the comment are In or near one of the 27 roadless areas that are 
evaluated in Appendix C of the FEE None of the areas mentioned are recommended for wilderness study area 
designation. 

Letter 2824 

Response 

We raquest that you circulate maps showing the revised boundaries of the roadless area inventory The revised 
aroas should ba based on a ravlew of the road and the ROS inventory to assure that all eligible areas have beon 
included in the roadless area inventofy These maps, and any written descriolions of additlonal roadlass areas 
should be distributed for public review and commant 

There was only one adjustments to the roadless area boundaries in the FElS Tho nonhwostern portion of the 
Big Schloss Roadless Area was removed Upon closer inspection. k was determined that the denslty of opon 
roads in this area exceeded the defmition 01 a'roadless area' in FSH 1909 12 
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Letter 2628 The Roadless Area inventory dated 4/7/s2 show8 boundariea for ULtle Mountain areewhlch encompass greater 
area than shown In alternative 8. The boundaries in akemstive 8 should colnclde wlth the inventory. 

Two roadless mew use the word 'uttle' in their nemea: LWe Alleghany Mountain and Little Rwer. Upon review, 
the ID Team belleves the questlon pertains to the W e  Allegheny Mount& Roadless Area In the DEB, the 
Forestdid recognirethattheprefemdAltemetive8allocatedtheareawestof Unie BackCreektoManagement 
Area 15 that, if development occurred, would preclude lt from wlidsmsss canslderation In the future because 
roadlees area valuea would be last. Alternatives 3, g and 19 examlne a range of ellocations for this particular 
area that protect a11 of the area's roadless values. While coniiatent wtth the overall theme, the preferred 
alternative allocates this area to Management Area 14 bacauw: a) the area is high elevation end remote 
providlng wildlife hablta that's free from contlnued disturbance, b) the area Is covered by 011 and gas leases, 
and c) the expansion plan8 for the Bath County Pumped Storage Station could call tor conetructlon north 01 
Long Spring Run (FEE Appndbc C). The final decision regarding land allocations will conslder the signnicant 
public involvement that has occurred. 

Response 

Letter 2628 The boundaries of the Mlli Mountaln Roadieaa Area should coincide wtth the boundaries drawn on quad sheeta 
wRh Steve Shewocd at the JNF office in Roanoke. No n c w n  h M  been given for changing the boundaries 
drawn at that meeting. 

In formulating the boundary for the Mlll Mountain Roadless Area, the ID Team conaldered three options, one of 
whlch is the map to whlch the commenter refers. Ail three met the criteria for describlng roadless areas in the 
east (FSH 1909.12-7.1 1 b). The boundary which is shown in Appendix C of the Revised Forest Plan 18 based on 
meeting the above mentioned crlteria whlie also being easily identlllabie on the ground The other two options 
used elevation lines and contained cross country ilnes which don't track well on the ground Based on these 
criteria, the lDTeam belleves the inventory boundary 88 described In Appendix C to be appropriate. 

Response 

Letter 3742 The preferred alternative should give a rationale for the recommendation for wilderness study or not for 
wilderness study on each roadless area inventoried. 

lt is important to realize that federal legislation is needed to create wilderness or wilderness study area. The 
Reglonel Forester can recommend certaln roadless areas for wilderness study In the record of declslon for the 
FEIS. This recommendation Is e preliminary administrative recommendation that will receive further review and 
posslbie modnication by the Chief of the Forest SeNice, Secretary of Agriculture, and the President of the UnHed 
states. The Congress has reserved the authorKy to make final decisions on wilderness deslgnation. 

The ID Team wishes to stress that the recommendation on the roadlees areas recommended for wilderness 
study is part of the overall theme of Alternative 8A (as well as the other alternatives). 

in the record of decision, the Regional Forester will select the alternative that he has Identified as maximizing 
net public benefits. While this document will explain the rationale for this declslon, the Regional Forester is not 
required to justiiy every management area allocation in the selected alternative. 

Response 
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ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT: Prolectkfl oi RoadIan A r m  u SMAa 

Letter 987 

Response 

Proposed wilderness areas should be protected as Study Areas until final decisions are made. 

Alternatlves 3,8, EA, 9,11,10, and 13 allocate certeln roadless araas to Management Area 8. Thls management 
area contains stcmdardo designed to manage them roadless (vetan In a manner comparable wHh wilderness 
etudy areas. 

LettersW3,763,933,1187,1439,1623,1524,1625,1628,1527,1528,1529,1530,1531,1834,1871,1730,1731,1732,1943,1844, 
2148,2149,2150,2151,2152,2153,2154,2400,2401,2764,2765,2788,2767,2925,3087,3oes, 3147,3148,3149,3150,3758,4003 

Ail dher roadless areas should remaln roadiew. 

Letters760,762,1070,1173,1281,1320,1346,1378,1551,1658,1822,1823,2005,2010,2061,2375,3870,4263 
Ail h e r  roadless weas should remaln rwdIeM and be managed to prdact blologlcal and recreatlonal values. 

There should be no tlmber sales, road bullding, common mineral extraction, salvage, or synthetic habitet 
manlpuiatlons In the few remalnlng roadless areas. There should also be, whenever posslble, mlgrallon 
corrldon which would connect these areas together. These should be scienttllcaily based. The crlticai issue is 
tonotfurtherfragmentthe i&onefmh oftheforestwith roads, and allow for movement of wlidilfe between these 
areas. Old growth and roadiess areas could be dealt with simultaneously. 

M e r  3557 

Letters 884,8i7,1329,1~7,2613,2676,3882,3911 
ALL other roadiess areas ahouid be managed to maintain their roadless oondltion. 

There are 26 roadiess areas inventoried in the pian. Ail should be kept in their roadie88 state. 

Don't touch any roadless area 

Letter 982 

Letter 1072 

Letters 1275, 1292 
Motorlzed intrusion into roadiess areas should be eliminated. 

All roadless areas (and pafticulady Uttle River, Ramsey's DraR Addition, Big Schloss, Kelly Mountaln, Southern 
Masannutten, Mt. Pleasant, Skidmore Fork and Laurel Fork) mu81 be protected Aiternatlves to Management 
Area 8 might include putting these areas into MA 1,9 or possibly 14. All SPNM areas should be mainidned as 
such. No new roads ortimber cutting should be allowed inthese areas. The crlteriafor MA9 should be tightened 
to prohibit timber cutting, even for 'saivage' or 'wildlife Improvements'. 

Roadless areas whlch protect the biological and recreational values of this great area must be protected. 

Letter 1615 

Letter 1809 

Lettere 1992,2U35,2534,3€82,3691.3735 
The four other roadless areas should remaln roadless and be managed to protect biol. and recreatlonal values. 

The 4 other roadie88 areas should remain roadiess Letter 2272 

Letters 2453,2454,2455,2625,2795,2796,2797,2798,2799,2800,2801,2802,2805,2804,2805, WQ1,3092,3248,3249,3250, 3251, 
3252,3253,3254,3255,3258,3257,3258,3259,3260,3261,3262,3263,3284,3265,3266,3287,3268, 3269,3270,3825,3999,4152, 
4155, 4154,4155 

The four other roadiess areas should be managed to maintaln their roadiess condition 

Roadless areas remaln 80 

A U  roadless areas should be managed to maintaln thelr madless and wilderness character. 

Protection is important for areas on The Friar, Linie Friar, Maintop. Porter's Ridge, Cold Mountain, Bald Knob, 
Elk Pond Mountain and Mt Pleasant. It these areas are disturbed wlth timber haNed and road constructlon, 
they wlil lose their existing composition of habitat for diverse specles (including nongame species) and their 
value for clean water supplfes. 

Letter 2505 

Letter2852 

Letter 2898 
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Lettar 2902 

Letter 3543 

Letter 3558 

Letter 3619 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3736 

Lenar 3840 

Letter 3899 

Response 

Eliminate all salvage sales and wildlde mgt in existing roadless areas 

Preserve as much roadlaas and undeveloped land as possible 

Existing roadleas areas should be protected 

ALL twenty-six roadless areas inventorled should be managed to mainlain thelr roadless condition to reduce 
foreat fragmentation and thereby protect important wildlife habitet 

No saivage cutting of any type in the 'Remote Highland' araas Our highlands Bra particularly sensitwe areas 
and should be maintained wlth care. 

Roadlass areas should remain as such, and managed to leave these areas in their present condltion 

All roadlaas araasthat are not seleoted for wilderness candidat- should be managed to continua their roadlesa 
characteristics, wlth no roadbuilding, no timbering, no wildlife management requiring timbering, roadbuilding 
or burning These araas identifled as Management Area 9 should become pari of the climax forest habltattypa. 

The four existlng roadless areas should remain roadlass, and roads in other areas scaled back 

Management Area 9 prescribes condltions that are essentially roadless, protecting the madlass characteristics 
All alternatives maintain at least some of the existing roadless areas with Anernatbas 3,6,8A, 9. and 13 having 
a large majorriy of roadless acreage remaining roadless In Management Area 9 or other management areas that 
retain roadless qualities 

Under the preferred enernative, 89% of land In existing roadleas areas remains roadless whether In Manage- 
ment Area 8. recommended for wilderness study, or one of the several other Management Areas under which 
the lands remaln unavailable 

Letter 2M9 

Response 

I am concerned that the lands included in the MA 9s do not seem to 'dip down' In select areas to include what 
presumably would be cova forests and related situations which are critical to many organisms The biological 
signdicance of MA 9 should be ghren the highest priorriy, not various kinds of recreation, trails and roads nnd 
'Wildltfa'. 

The Revised Pian recognizes the Important biological significance of Management Area 9, however, II is 
primarily a reoreation prescription derived from roadless area inventories Lands within MA 9 include not only 
ridgetops and sidaslopes but many coves wlth their associated forest and rtparian areas plus associated 
specles 

Letter 4266 

Response 

These areas have bean identified as having wilderness values worth preserving. The Forest Service's recom- 
mendations would leave less than 5% of the Forest permanently protected We can do better than that 

As discussed in Table 3-17 of the FEIS, the Revised Plan allccates 89% of the roadlass acrea acreage to 
management areas that will limn management Dractices to those that will NOT change the roadlass character 
of these lands 

Letter 426E 

Response 

Plan ~ EPA recommends that additional roadless areas be considered for wilderness study areas or through 
some other mechanism, afforded similar long-term protection from disturbance (beyond the planning period of 
this Plan) Priorities should be established within the contaxi of adjacent lands For example, those roadlass 
areas located in the western portion of the Forest may recelve higher priorriy for consideration due to their 
adjacency to the Monongahela National Forest or other Wilderness areas, etc This would also serve to 
initialelenhance cooperative efforts among the other nearby National and Slate Forests 

In the Revised Plan, 89% of the land in the inventoried roadless areas will remain roadlass Three areas are 
recommendedfor wilderness study area designation The rest are allocated to Management Areas that maintain 
their existing roadlass slatus and allows for consideration for wilderness designation in the future 
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Letter 2060 

Letters 986,2227 

All salvage sales, wildllfe management, and mineral extraction should cease in all 26 listed roadless areas 

Letter 251 5 

Response 

Eliminate all salvage sales. wildllfe management and mineral extraction on existing roadless areas 

Eliminate all salvage sales and mineral extraoilon in roadless areas 

The only way that there can be assurance that all 27 roadless areas are not available for mineral entry is to 
recommend them for wilderness study and have Congress establish them as wildernesses with the approDriate 
language that removes them from mineral entry. 

Letter 3739 

Response 

No mineral extraction activlt1es In roadless areas 

Congress has provided for minerals management on each National Forest This fact is reflected in the laws 
governing mineral leasing and the mlneral policles of the Deparimenta of Agrlcukure and Interior The produc- 
tion of minerals, when present and available, is avalid use ofthe George Washington National Forest underlhe 
Mineral Leasing Act of August 7, 1947 (61 Stat 913 30 U S  C 351-59) 

The Regional Forester has the authorlty to request, but not to withdraw, large areas of the George Washington 
National Forest from operation of Federal mineral laws Such a change in status must be accomplished by the 
Bureau of Land Managementwlth Congressional oversight Alternative 3 was formulated on the assumption that 
the Regional Forester would request that all lands be made unavailable for mineral entry Since such wholesale 
wlthdrawals would not be compatible wiih balanced resource management envisioned by Congress for the 
National Foresis, the likelihood of the entire George Washington National Forest being wiihdrawn is vely low 

Aiternatives 3,6.8, 8A, 9, IO, 11 and 13 recommend varying amounis of roadless areas for wilderness study 
The most likely way to have roadless areas wlthdrawn from mineral entry Is to have them designated as 
wilderness through Congressional action wlth minerals wlthdrawal as part of the legislation 

Alternatives 3, 6, 8, EA, 9.10,11 and 13 are considered in detail in the FEE The Regional Forester will select 
oneoftheseanernativeslose~eastheRevisedPlandltisident~edaslheaHernativethat maximizes net public 
benefits 

Letter 2229 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 3959 

Response 

I request that the Mi Pleasant Special Management Area In the Pedlar District continue to be managed as is and 
that no changes be made in that SUA 

Maintain the Mount Pleasant SMA d you must But only at 5.900 acres. not 8,900 acres. 

Mi. Pleasant I am concerned that extensive timbering will be allowed here. I hope you will reconsider this 
because of the exceptional recreational values 

In the Forest Service preferred alternative, an enlarged Mount Pleasant 'Special Management Area' has been 
allocated to Management Area 21 The management of this roadless area resembles the management direction 
in the 1986 Plan 

Letter 3754 

Response 

Do not allow the Mi Pleasant erea l o  be logged 

In the Revised Plan, the Mt. Pleasant Special Management Area is unsultable for hmber management. Salvage 
of dead and dying trees can only occur from exlsting roads Helicopter logging of high quallty dead or dying 
timber Is also allowed wiihin onehalf mile of the perimeter of the area in cases of broad scale mortallty from 
gypsy moth or fire It is unlikely that any salvage logging will occur except perhaps along perimeter roads for 
purposes of safety 
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Letter 2322 

Response 

Your Little RNer SMA has been enlarged Hall the size or lass would be enough 

In the Forest Service preferred alternative, the Lfflle River Special Management Area Includes all of the Lmle 
Rwer Roadless Area Alternatives 2,4,5,6,10 and 12 retain the original 'special management area' in the 1986 
Plan One of these alternatives will be selected to se" as the Revised Plan if k is identdied as the alternaiNe 
that maximizes net public beneflts. 

Letter 2942 

Response 

Do nothing in existing roadless area other than study how to and begin to return these areas to Pre-Western 
Cutture condltion 

Alternative 3 manages the roadless areas in a manner that responds posltiveiy to this conoern. This alternative 
is oonsidwed in detail in the FEIS and will be selected as the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan fi It is 
identrfied as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts. 

Letter 3643 

Response 

The Department recommends that the AkernatNe 13 roadless area pian be incorporated wtthin the Alternative 
10 forest plan The Alternative 13 roadless area option recommends TI percent of the roadless areas for 
wilderness study areas and designates 21 percent of the roadless araas as unavailable for development 

Rather than modh, Alternatwe 10, the ID Team moddied AHernative 13 AHfmatNe 13 provides a strong 
response to these concerns In particular, Alternative 13 

1. maintains all roadless areas in an unloaded condttion and recommends 22 of the 27 roadless areas for 
wilderness study, 

2 eliminates A N  use and restricts OHV use to the open transportation system roads: 

3 constructs no new system roads, 

4 l i m k  timber harvesting to within 1/2 mile of system roads and limlts removal to the use of skid trails or 
temporary roads, 

5 maintains migration corridors: and 

6 restricts the use of non-timber management practlces to promote habltat for game species to maintenance 
of existing openlngs in Management Areas 14, 15 and 16 and to prescribe burning IW to 3w acres per year. 

Lener 1661 

Response 

Letter 1980 

Resoonse 

Areas like Mt Pleasant and Lmle RNer should be maintained in their present condttion 

Mi Pleasant end Lmle River will be maintained in their present condltion in the Revised Forest Pian. 

- I would liketo recommend that the Priest and 3 Ridges continue to be managed at current status. Looking at 
3 Ridges as an example, there Is no timber worth harvesting, the only access for the public Is to walk, therefore 
by leaving It off the WD 114, at least the NF has access into the area and options available In the event of fire, 
plane crashes, gypsy moth control, etc 

The Priest and Three Ridges were determined to contain biological and physical characteristics that would 
render them valuable additions to the National Wilderness Presewation System and may be recommended for 
wilderness study area designation by the Regional Forester This evaluation is contained in Appendix C of the 
FEIS. The Regional Forester's recommendation is a preliminary administrative recommendation that will receive 
further review and possible moddication by the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
President of the Unlted States. 

Letter 1797 I am against any designation of Remote Highlands for the following reasons' 1 Remote Highlands is a new 
designation that does not serve any purpose other than setting up future roadless areas, 2. Remote Highlands 
will not provide adequate habltat diversity for wildlife, 3 Remote Highlands will not contribute to a timber sale 
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Letter 2308 

Letter 2334 

Letter 2380 

Letter 2667 

Leiier 3613 

Letter 3926 

Lener 3660 

Letter 3684 

Response 

program needed by Western Virginia localities. and 4 Remote Highlands will provide a breeding-ground and 
food supply for the gypsy moth 

The proposed application of the concept of 'Remote Highlands' is a masier stroke In b wideranging recogni- 
tion that extenshra portions of (he QWNF have greatervalue and benefrtsforthelr natural qualitiesthanfor timber 
harvesting and other development 

MA8 acreage for wilderness and wilderness study sems appropriate. Remote highlands will provide addtional 
de facio wilderness wthoutthe undesirable restrictions and the threat of catastrovhic loss to adjacent landown- 
ers inherent In legislated Wilderness' areas 

We are in favor or] 1/4 of the forest managed as 'remote highlands' for animals and plants that require 
undisturbed habltat and for back-country recreation. 

Alternative 8 seems to be another preservdon-type management decision of our federal government. Scenic 
highlands sound like more bureaucratic terminology for preservation 

MA 1 and MA 9 are de facio Wilderness. Only Congress can create Wilderness R is illegal forthe Forest Service 
to create de facto Wilderness 

We do need any more Wilderness Those Remote Highlands are the same 

I do not support Remote Hlghiands. Thls is defacio wilderness. Thls acreage should be put into Management 
Areas 14 8 15 

MA8 acreage for Wilderness and Wilderness Study Seems appropriate Remote highlands will provide addtion- 
al defacio wilderness wdhout the undesirable resirdons and the threat 01 catastrophic loss to adjacent 
landowners inherent in legislated Wilderness. areas 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want awider array of uses, values, products, and condnlons 
from the Forest than In the past These addrtlonai munipie uses include environmental and social values not 
traditionally ldentdied as muitiple uses. 

143,OOO acres of the Forest have been allocated to Management Area 9 ('Remote Highlands') in the Forest 
Service preferred alternative. Thls management area has been designed to recognize and manage areas that 
containspecial biological and reoreationalvaluesstemmingfromthefactthatthey contain few, dany, roads and 
have largely recovered from past disturbances Remote Highlands offer opportunmes for soiltode, primitive 
recreation and habitat for area-sensitive species These are values, uses, and conditions which are rare in 
mld.Allanhc States 

Remote Highlands are not .defacto' wilderness areas They p e n t  management practices and uses that are 
incompatible with wilderness. At the same time, they are not lands sutabie for timber production where early 
successional wildlrfe habitat and timber objectives will be achieved Instead, Remote Highlands offer a core area 
where habitat for late successlonal, remote and areesensitive species can be provided There will be some 
habltat manipulation In the form of prescribed burning In portions of these areas In proximity to existing roads, 
maintenance of existing openings and even creation of new openings and other improvements is appropriate. 
Remote Highlands can be managed to supplement the higher degree of habitat manipulation in adjoining 
management areas 

Letter 3720 

Response 

Remote highlands (with boundary modBcations) should allow some mgmt aciivties and possibly some 
temporary roads 

The philosophy of Remote Highlands, Management AreaQ. lsto manage the lands sothatthe existing roadless 
characteristics of the lands are maintained. While some existing roads may be maintained, there should be no 
road construction Where other types of management aciivties are appropriate. the lands ere allocated to a 
Management Area that calls for road construction. The comment alludes to remote highlands not having any 
management activity It must be pointed out that managing for remote highlands is a management activity, very 
much as Is managing for wilderness, timber, dispersed recreation, watershed. and so forth 
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Letter 3831 

Letter 3939 

Your final Land Management Plan must include elimination of Upland Highland Category 

We are concerned with the 'Remote Highlands' designation used in the plan There are 196,502 acres In this 
classdication and in reading Its description It is readily apparent that lt is in fact a dsfacto wilderness designa- 
tion Clearly, the Forest Service should not be in the business of designating 'dsfacto' wilderness areas 
Another description name needs to be provided for this area and the acres must be reduced to approximately 
that displayed for alternative 12 (8.275 acres). lt must also be made clear that these are not wilderness study 
areas and are not to be considered for formal wilderness designation in the future 

Remote Highlands ~ This Management Area is nothing more than defacto wilderness lfthis Is retained then limlt 
acreage to less than 9,000 acres (as in alternetwe 12) and restricted to mountain tops that are not roaded lt 
serves no useful management purpose. 

Most of the roadless area acreage has been allocated to Management Areas 4,8,9 or 13 in the Draft Revised 
Plan for four reasons 

1 The roadless areas on the Forest offer opportunltiesfor solitude, primitive recreation, habltatforarea-sensltive 
species, and many of the unique biological resources found on the Forest These are values and uses which 
are rare in the mid-Atlantic States 

2 The roadless areas generally contain the poorer and more remote sltes which in which It is more expensive 
to build roads and harvest timber Wlth the high degree of concern about below-costtbmbersales by ihe public 
and Congress, the Forest would be submming a much worse annual TSPiRS report If we commmed much of 
our timber sale program to roadless areas 

3 Forest Service NEPA policy requires an Environmental Impact Statement for any timber sale or road construc- 
tion project that would substantially impact the roadless nature of a roadless area greater than 5.000 acres in 
size This policy also increases the costs of implementing any such projects 

4 Given the intense public interest in maintaining the roadless areas, the probability of Ittigation is immeasur- 
ably higher on any developmental project wlthin a roadless area 

Based on comments received on the DElS and Draft Revised Plan, the ID Team reviewed the allocation of 
roadless area acreage. The Revised Plan has a modified version of management allocations forthe 27 roadless 
areas As displayed in Table 3-17, 11% of the roadless area acreage will be available for timber harvesting and 
road construction Chapter 3 of the FElS discusses the implications of this management area allocation Table 
2-2 in Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan displays the allocation of the roadless area acreage to dlfferent manage- 
ment areas 

Lener 3951 

Response 

Lener 2633 Many people have expressed extreme concern that the development of roadless areas will dampen hunting and 
other recreational activities 

The development of roadless areaswould change hunting and recreation opportunlties in that access would be 
more readily available, but in all probabildy It would not dampen any opportunlties Most of the areas are 
roadiess due to the ruggedness of the terraln and the associated expense of building roads 11.6 economically 
infeasible to construct roads in the areas 

Response 

Letter 2691 Leave roadless areas roadless The ease of access seems to affect user attltudes Easy access inherently brings 
more destructive and abusive use Road construction, for the protection of resources, should be minimized. I 
support the Wilderness proposals I could support further wilderness Especially in the Three Sister's area of 
the Pedlar 

Response Under the preferred alternative 92% of the lands in the roadless areas are considered unavailable for develop 
ment and will remain essentially roadless All of Three Sisters is unavailable for development, but Is not 
recommended for wilderness study area designation 
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Letter 2732 

Response 

No timbering for any reason should occur in roadless areas 

Under the preferred alternathre, 89% of the roadless areas are classed as unavailable for development Sahrage 
may occur along existing roads in these areas but no other timber harvesting is planned 

Letter 2825 

Response 

I appreciate roadleas areas and applaud ail efforis to maintain the status quo 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Letter 3921 

Response 

Letter 2066 

Letter 2066 

Letter 3831 

Response 

This alternative [#E] offers protection to many of the unique and outstanding areas on the Pedlar Ranger 
Dist~lct. I support wilderness designation for the Three Ridges and The Priest areas and protection of the Mt 
Pleasant Special Management Area, the Friar and Little Friar area, and the Three Sisters area. 

Management direction in the areas mentioned in the comment will retain the existing chacterlstics 

I would like to see you add a category of management to be called 'Speual Management Areas,' similar to the 
provision in the current management plan Each of these would have a defined boundary and you would 
describe the management practices to be used within each Special Management Area The purpose of doing 
this Is to preserve the unique natural features of certaln forest areas and provide for the use of the areas by a 
wide varieQ of cdizen users. The activities within the Special Management Areas would be more flexible but, 
at the same time, the natural features of the areas would be relatively well protected so that for decades these 
areas could bring pleasure to many visitors. 

I would propose the following areas to have the Special Management Area designation Little River - 28,000 
acres, Laurel Fork - 10,000 acres, Big Schloss - 25,000 acres, Mt. Pleasant - 8,900 acres. You may want to 
include other areas I would caution against having too many such areas because I contemplatethat these areas 
would involve reasonable management expensesfor construction and maintenance of spacial roads or facilities 
and proper supervision 

Your final Land Management Plan must include limited Special Management areas (in number and size). 

Big Schloss, Laurel Fork, LMle River and Mount Pleasant comprise Management Area 21. Because of their 
unique features, complexhy, and degree of interest. these areas ere designated as Special Management Areas. 
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan. 

Letter 142 

Response 

The Draft Management Plan for the GWNF would put Mount Pleasant in Management Area 13 wrth Hidden 
Valley, Crabtree Falls and Lake Moomaw These last three areas are recognized by everyone as heavily vislted 
areas and with signlficant amounts of developed recreation facilities To the contraly, Mount Pleasant has a low 
denssty of visdation wlth the exception of one A-T shener has no developed recreation facility lt is dfflicult to 
understand why Mount Pleasant is put in the same management classdication. The wrlter has conferred with 
other leaders of the Virglnia Wilderness Committee and our second preference for the Mount Pleasant areas is 
Management Area 9 (nine) 

Mount Pleasant has been assigned to ManagementArea21 CSpecial Management Areas') in the Revised Pian 
A speodic management area prescriphcn has been developed for Mount Pleasant which includes a 'desired 
future condition' and standards which are unique to this area 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Lmie River and Mount Pleasant ere managed to retain their roadless characteristics and trail6 are to remain in 
their primitive conddion 

In the Forest Service preferred alternative, Little River and Mount Pleasant are allocated to Management Area 
21 ('Special Management Areas'). This management area is designed to permit traditional recreation use6 and 
to restrict management practices which would result in the disqualification of the areas for future consideration 
for wilderness 
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Lener 3840 

Response 

MA 13 status as it is intended In the Lmle River Area is more applicable l o  an area such as Big Schloss 

Big Schloss has been asslgned to Management Area 21 CSpecial Management Areas') In the Revised Plan. 
Management Area 21 provides specdic management direction for Big Schloss Permissible management 
pradces will be applied in a manner that is sensave to the roadless areavalues. Big Schloss will not, however, 
be managed SOLELY for the presewatlon of these roadleas area values 

ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT: Remoie Rocreailon Experience 

Letter 2664 

Response 

Lener 3840 

Response 

Lener 3840 

Response 

m e r  3840 

Response 

Lener 3951 

The ROS classdication of somi-primdive, non-motonzed should apply to recreational use. not resource manage- 
ment. Tho VWTF strongly urgos the GWNF to allow USFS and VDGIF motorized access In this management 
zone to maintaln and enhanco wildlde habltat, and other appropriate resources and uses The WVTF also 
supports the creation of the new subclass 2 In semi-primitive motorized 

Recreation opportunrties ara every bd as much a resource recognized by the Muhiple Use - Sustained Yield 
Act of 1960 as is wildlde The MUSYA allows that not evory acre can or must be managed for every resource 
The SPM2 class was created to address the concerns of the statewildlde management agencies that they would 
not be allowed In SPNM The recreation opportundlos are the same when considored on a regional and national 
basis Becnuse there is no truo primdive clnsstfication on the Forest. the SPNM classdication 1s managed as 
such Realistically. the SPNM areas are located where the states aren't going to want to enhance wildllfe habdat 
for any particular species Addlttonally. there are w,ldlda species that thrive in the SPNM environment as 
opposod to the less primitive classes 

All SPNM areas should retain this [MA 91 designated status No loss of primitive non-motorized should be 
considered We are very weak in this recreational iype area. 

Non-motorized dispersed recreation has tradltionally made up a large part of the Forest Service recreation 
program and It will remain SO In the Revised Plan of the 27 roadless areas evaluated in the FEIS, 89% of the 
land remains unavailable for development in Management Area8 aswilderness or recommended for wilderness 
study, in Management Area 9 or other allocation retaining the nonroaded characteristics The existing SPNM 
areas are resultant from the dlfficuky of road building in the areas in the past and this hasn't changed In the 
present In the preferred anematwe, 89% of the lands inventoried as roadless will remain essentially roadless, 
unavailable for development and there Is a strong emphasis on remote, non-motorized recreation opportunities 
A Forest trails program is described in Appendtx B Priorities for construction and reconstruction will be set on 
an annual basis as funding allows The Regional Forester will select the anernalive to serve as the Revised 
Forest Plan that maximizes net public benefit This will include a balance of management for timber, wildllfe, 
recreation, soil, water, and other muhple resources 

No timbering In SPNM areas These areas should be placed in unsuitable category. 

Most of the areas that were inventoried as SPNM under the ROS system are unroaded and will remain 
unsultable for timber production under the preferred aiternative 

Don't downgrade any ROS category of lands -too much roaded land as is - need more SPNM and SPM lands 

Appendix G of the FEE discusses ROS and Its adopted allocation In virtually every case, the existing character- 
istics of the land will remain The breakdown of SPM is somewhat complicated and is explained further In the 
appendix 

ROS . Map the ROS but do not place any restrictions on management activities In those areas There are too 
many conflicts between ROS and VQO Permit management activities in all ROS zones except in wilderness and 
wilderness study areas The only restriction that would be needed is whether roads would be open or closed 
to the public 
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Response The recreation opportunlty spectrum classes (wkh their associated standards) are incorporated in the different 
management areas to comply wdh NFMA and NFMA Regulations These regulations are discussed in Appendu 
G of the FEIS. 

Permd logging and wildlde habiiat improvements In SPNM areas, but close the roads lo public use after the 
actlvlty ends. 

This suggestion Invalidates the purpose 01 the semi-primdive non-motorized (SPNM) recreation opportunlty 
spectrum (ROS) The kind of primltive recreation experience associated wdh this ROS classdication is not 
consistent wdh road construction and regulated timber haNe&ng H such management practices are neces. 
saty, any SPNM area can be reclassdied as semi-primdive motorized (sub-class 2). 

Lener 3951 

ReSDOnSe 

Lener 3728 

Response 

Management Area 14: Recreation 529 - Change lo. 'Lands whhin this MA are classdied as SPNM or SPM2. 
Primitive, non-motorized dispersed recreation opporlunlties are emphasized to provide quality hunting, tishlng, 
hiking and nature study opportunrties. Public motorized use Is restricted to open roads. Existing trails are 
maintained and the trail system may be expanded ' 

Not all of Management Area 14 qualities forthe semi-primhive recreation opportunlty spectrum (ROS) classifica- 
tion Areas wdhm 112 mile of exlstlng open roads must be classdied as etiher roaded natural or roaded modified 
(depending upon the visual qualfty objective) The semi-primtibe non-motorized ROS classification precludes 
road construction/reoonstructlon and regulated timber harvesting This ROS seems to be Inconsistent wrth the 
management practices employed in this management area 

Letter 1437 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3962 

Lener 3962 

Response 

[Standard] 529 Indicates that some lends that are now classdied as SPNM will become SPM Please keep all 
SPNM areas In the same ROS, don? place them in SPM. 

Pg. 2.110, [Standard] X554 ~ Do not change any SPNM to SPM 

[Standards] 529, 554, 8 578 Lands Inventoried as SPNM should retain the non-motorized use In the new 
standards. 

EIS 2-16, Table3.3, and AppendixG SPNM ROS All exishngSPNM acres should remain SPNM. We have lost 
25,000 acres in this ailernatwe 

The Forest Sewice preferred aiternatlve contains 150,000 acres wdh an adopted ROS class of SPNM compared 
to the 167,000 acres in the existing inventoty. 

Alternatives 3.6,9,11, and 13 increase the amount of lands with and adopted ROS class of SPNM. One of these 
aiternatives will be selected as the Revised Plan d ti is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public 
benefits 

Lener 3962 

Response 

MA 9.2-62 Desired future conddions ~ Existing system roads should be eventually closed All of these areas are 
SPNM which does not allow motorlzed traffic 

All of the land allocated to Management Area 9 does not qualify for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation 
opportunlty spectrum class. Remote Highlands contain a muture of roaded natural, semi-primitive motorized 
(subclass I ) ,  semi-primitive motorized (subclass 2), and semi-primdive non-motorized recreation opportunfty 
spectrum classes Refer to Appendix G of the FEIS for a discussion of these different classes. 

Letter 3962 

Lener 3962 

MA 9 [Standard] 274 Since these are roadless areas, how can 'roaded natural recreation opportundies be 
offered?' 

MA 1 3  [Standard] 514 Since these are roadless areas, how can 'roaded natural recreation opportunities be 
offered? 
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Response Many roadless areas are bounded by roads or at least their boundaries are in close proximtty to roads Part of 
the definition of the seml-primdive (nowmotorized or motorized) recreation opportuntty spectrum is thatthe area 
is AT LEAST 1/2 mile from open public roads Poltions of roadies areas within 1R mile of open public roads 
have been classdied as roaded natural recreation opportuntty spectrum by default 

Letter 3962 

Response 

EIS 64, SPM 2, Access What does 'generally closed' mean? You need to be specdic about roads A proposed 
definltion for Access: Motorized access is very limited Roads are closed to public use at all times but are 
minimally maintained for administratwe purposes Public access is by foot, non-motorized bicycle, or animal 

Roads are closed to all but administrative use There may be exceptions made on a road-by-road basis for a 
one time occurance 

Letter IO 

Letter I 46 

Response 

Letter 1435 

Letter 3733 

Response 

I am in support of maintaining remote areas 

In Alternative 12, the Semi-primdive Non-Motorized lands are greatly reduced Alternative 12 projects only 
83.987 acres in SPNM management. down more than hall from the current SPNM acreage 

Alternative 12 is but one of the anernatives considered. The amount of land that is classified as semi-primitive 
non-motorized varies by alternative wlth Alternative 3 providing the most and Alternative 4 providing the least 
All alternative will meet anticipated demand for SPNM recreation opportunities 

I favor retarning the current percentage of lands devoted to remoteness 

We wonder how you arrive at what you oall the desired future condition On 2-9 of the draft plan ?he desired 
future condition is to continue to meet public demand for a variety of motorized dispersed recreation oimoltuni- 
ties In a variety of settings' What about the public demand for peaceful, quiet wilderness 

Management Areas 6,8,9, and 21 are spectfically managed to provide remote, non-motorized recreation Other 
Management Areas offer similar experiences wlthin emphasis for other resources There is a vast amount of 
peace and quiet in all Alternatives 

Letter 2010 

Response 

Primitive and non-motorized reoreation should be emphasized in the management plan for GWNF 

Non-motorized dispersed recreation use has historically made up the majortty of the recreation use on the 
Forest and plays an important role in all alternatives The Regional Forester will select the alternative for the 
Revised Plan that maximizes net public benefits Benefits from non-motorized recreation are considered in this 
selection 

Letter 3733 

Response 

We wonder how you arrive at what you call the desired future condltion On 2-9 of the draft plan 'the desired 
future condition is to continue to meet public demand for a variety of motorized dispersed recreation opportuni- 
ties in a variety of settings' What about the public demand for peaceful, quiet wilderness 

Management Areas 6.8.9. and 21 are specdically managed to provide remote. non-motorized recreation. Other 
Management Areas offer similar experiences wlthin emphasis for other resources There is a vast amount of 
peace and quiet in all Alternatives 

Letter 17 

Letter 2824 

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum maps should be updated 

On January 13, 1592. we wrote to you asking for circulaiton of maps showing and updaied Recreaiton 
Opportuntty Spectrum inventory. We have pointed out areas which are incorrectly mapped and discussed 
frequently wlth your staff the importance for the planning process to correct these errors We have not received 
a corrected map for review. After these maps are distributed, we request a reasonable time to review and 
comment 
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Response The Forest completed and updated the roads Transportation Information System lnventoly This Information 
was mapped as a layer in the Geographic Information System Based on this information, the recreation 
opportunity spectrum inventoly was updated 

Lener 990 Alternative 2 models the current management direction. Wlth reference to ROS allocation, the current Plan 
allocation is outlined on page 11-36 In the EIS ofthe 1986 Plan/EIS 33,022 acres ae shown In the Primltlve class: 
250,978 acres are shown in the SPNM class Futtherinore, amendment #4 to the LRMP states, 'Scheduled 
timber sales and associated road building will be postponed in Semi-Primnlve Non-Motorized (SPNM) areas 
during the Plan revision period * Alternauve 2 Is to model the 'no action' alternative, It should reflect the ROS 
allocation In the 1986 Plan, as amended However, alternative 2 does not show this direction Rather ti shows 
a great reduction in SPNM acreage and an elimination of the Primltive 01888 entirely (EIS, p S t 9 )  Not only 
doesthis reduction failto model the current direction in the lgss Plan, It also fails to model the current lnventoly 
acres Alternative 2 should be remodeled to show current management direction 

The ROS Inventory shown In the 1986 plan was completed using a localized set of criteria In the early 1980's 
These were found to be qulte different from the neflonai direction that came out in the 1986 ROS Book. The 
inaccuracies noted in the 1986 plan lead to a reinventoly of ROS claaslfications in 19BB using national 
guidelines and d is this inventoly that is considered current management in Alternative 2 Based on national 
standards, there Is no land that qualifies to be classed as primitive and there Is less land that quallfies l o  be 
classed as SPNM 

Response 

ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT: Wlldllfa Habitat with No Recurrent Human Dlsturbance 

Letter 49 lt is imperative that great tracts of land be made sanctuaries forthe creatures and things which otherwise would 
undoubtedly suffer and diminish under the relentless conquest of humans 

Providing for biodiversity and large tracts of unfragmented, old growth habitat wlth an ecological perspective 
towards management are some of the values that members of the public desire on the Forest Alternative 3 was 
developed to explore the capability of the Forest to provide this value wlthout providing for other uses such as 
timber, developed recreation, or wildlde habltat improvements 

in the record of decision for the FEE, the Regional Forester will identdy the alternatlve that provides the mixture 
of values, products, uses and condltions that maximize net public heneflts. 

Response 

Letter1156 Keep as much roadless areas as possible In order to provide undisturbed habdat and wildlde migration 
corridors 

The majority of roadless areas are maintained, usually wlthin the designation of Management Area 9 (Remote 
Highlands), Management Area 21 (Special Management Areas), and Management Area 4 (Special Interest 
Areas), 

Response 

Letter 1163 Currently, about onequarter of the forest was managed to presewe remoteness, under the 'new' plan, about 
40% will be designated as remote area The logic behind this maneuver escapes me, because lo  my knowledge 
no special species or fauna indigenous to the forest justifies this increase 

A malor concern, as determined by the quantity of comments, centered aroundthe lwe l  of habltat management 
(In the form of direct wildlife habitat improvements and timber sales) Many reviewers expressed a desire to 
increase these forms of active habitat management Other reviewers expressed a desire to reduce the levels of 
habitat management, preferring more emphasis to be placed on providing unfragmented habitats 

The preferred alternative does not maximize the potential value for ether early Successional or late successional 
unfragmented habltats lt recognizes the value of both needs within a large forested area and provides for both 
habitats 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan providesfor the wide variety of wildlife species lnhablting the forest 
is provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 - BiODlVERSIW and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT' 

Response 
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(under the subheading of 'Featured Species'). Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future 
condltions of the forest as they pertain to wildlife 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS Wllderneas Managamem 

Letter 2344 Take whatever measures are necessary to ensure that our wilderness areas are protected against the voraclow 
appetites of commerce and industry. 

Letter 2657 Preserve the wilderness 

Response Wilderness areas are protected in ail aiternatives and will retain the values that render them valuable parts of 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

Letter 3940 Pian: Page 2-19, Paragraph 1. il should be made clear that 'human manipulation' relates to vegetetion 
manipulation, not wildlife population manipulation. Oihemise, the existing language (and that on page 2-5 
[2-507], paragraph 1) impliesthat hunting or fishing may be prohibned. We support Standard 1741hat identified 
hunting and flshing as valid recreational adiviiies in wllderness, 

The original wording was in error, and new language identifies hunting and fishing as valid recreational 
eotivhies in the wilderness areas. 

Response 

Letter 4w1 Management strategies wlthin wilderness areas should, in general, be no mgi at ail. Exceptions'wouid include 
law enforcemen!, flre suppresslon when public safev Is threatened. trail maintenance at mlnimum levels for foot 
traffic only, and proteciion of habkat for Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive species. 

Wilderness Is deslgnated by Congress and must be managed to preserve natural condltions There can be no 
such thing as 'no management at all. in maintaining the natural condltions. The exceptions noted in the 
comment are, in feci, part of management for wilderness. 

Response 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS Wild and Scenlc Rivera 

Letter 92 Why are lands for W8SR potential given interim protection and wilderness (Ref. L8RMP page 2-60, standard 
252) not? 

The Forest Service has completed its evaluation of roadiess areas with the publication of the evaluation reporis 
in Appendix C of the FEIS, the evaluation of trade-offs in Chapters 2 and 3 of the FEE end the recommendation 
in the record of decision There 1s no need nor mandate for 'interim' proteciion of the remaining roadiess areas. 

Due to time constrainis in the revision process. the suitability evaluation for rivers qualifying for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic River System could not be completed The Forest Service is required by law to proteot 
rivers under consideration for inclusion in the Natlonai Wild end Scenic Rivers System. 

Response 

Letter 92 Page 2-66, standard 292 why do you pickthe lowest ciasstfication (Recreation) instead of the highest (Wild) until 
the studies are completed? 

As discussed in the introduction of Appendix D of the FEIS, the Forest Service has completed the ellgibilty and 
classltlcation evaluations for the rivers qualifying for Inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System 
Only the SI. Marys River meets the criteria needed to be designated as 'wild' The rivers and river segments 
identdied as 'recreational' do not meet the crlteriafor ciassdication as 'scenic' Referral was made to FSH 19088 
classdicailon crnena for determlnahon of potenhal eligibilty 

Response 
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Letter 1849 

Letier 146 

Response 

Letier 2665 

Response 

We note favorably the recommendation of segments of 11 rivers for study to ascertfain whether or not they 
qualify as recreational or scenic rivers 

In 1986, the G W. proposed segments of only two rivers for study to see ll they qualify as reoreailonel or scenic 
rwers The IS32 drafl pian, which proposes segments of 11 rivers for study, 1s a great improvement 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

6,000 acres of wlid and scenic rlvers are available for timbering, a clear violation of necessary protection (Pian, 
2-75). 

Rivers eligible for scenic or recreation rivers oiasaification can be designated as suitable for timber production 
and remain In conoert with the management of rivers within the National River System. 

Letter 3887 

Response 

The North River Is used exiensiveiy for recreailon and !hie brings uncounted dollars into the economy of the 
area. We are pleased that the planning map shows part 01 the stream under the wild and scenic rivers 
designation. This will protect the vlsual beauty of the river. 

The Forest Selvlce plans to begin the suliabiiity evaluation on the section of the North River qualifying for 
designation as a 'scenic' river in late 1992 or early 1993. This evaiuatlon will be the final step in determining If 
this river will be recommended for inclusion in the Natlonai River System. 

Letter 3894 

Response 

Take no action that would dlsquaiify waterways for designation a8 Wild, Scenic, or Recreational Rivers. 

All rivers qualtfylng for inclusion in the National River System have been allocated to management areas ihat 
prohibit management praciices that would disqualify them for inclusion 

Leiter 2609 

Response 

We support the use of Management Area 1OC for rivers and streams considered for Wild and Scenic status 

Under the Revised Pian, ai1 lands within Management Area 10 are unsuitable for timber production. 

Letter 92 

Response 

I would suggest you not make any great expenditure of effort or funds on Recreatlonai rivers. Give hlgh priority 
to acquiring fee ownership on the wild and scenic sections 

The FEiS contains studies of 14 rivers in accordance with the National Wild and Scenlc Rivers Act of 1988 and 
in response to the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (National Park Senrice, January 1982) The only river that 
quailfies as wlld is already protecied wlthin the Si. Mary's Wilderness Those quaitfying for Scenio will be 
protected tothe extent possible in the Revised Pian. This may invoke purchase or exchange of land from willing 
seiiers withln the Forest proclamation boundary. 

Letter 92 

Response 

On any river where you plan to provide access keep the parking areas baok at least 3W feet from the river and 
let people take their canoes, kayaks or boats down a trail that is wide enough to handle collapsible wheels for 
hauling boats. 

There are several factors that come into play in designing a river access parking area. avaliabie land for 
development, access for persons with dlsabiiities, expense, high water levels, and river viewshed protection to 
name afew. To the extent practical, the parking areas will be screened from the river. This may or may not be 
within 300 feet 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Need to allow multiple-use management in W, S, 8 R River corridors it is possible to protect one resource while 
utilizing another. 

Rivers found eligible need further study to determine If they meet suitability crrteria and should be recommend- 
ed to Congress for addition to the Wild and Scenic River system Until designation decisions are made or other 
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river studies are conducted, National Forest System lands associated with eligible river corridors are managed 
to ensure that the rivers remain eligible 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Wild and Scenic Rivers - Keep as in Alternatlve 12 

Management for rivers that are potentially eligible for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is 
essentially the same in ail alternatives. Eligible rivers and surrwnding corridors receiva, as a minimum, 
protection as outlined in Management Area 10 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS: Scanlc Byways 

Letter 988 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 134 

Letter 134 

I am opposed to the current proposal 'Highland Scenic Touf on the JRRD 

Since the 'Highland Scenic TOUP was established by the Chief of the Forest Service, any declassification is 
technically outside the scope ofthe rmsion ofthe Forest Pian Since such deciasslficahon is consislentwlthihe 
intent of Alternative 3, this alternative has been reformulated forthe FEiS to Incorporate the assumption that the 
Highland Scenic Tour would be undesignated by the Chief 

Virginia does not protect Its Scenic By-Ways by restricting land use along them The FS should follow sult 

Virginia does not designate Scenic Byways The Commonwealth designates Scenic Highways (which are rare) 
andVirginia Byways (of which there are many) The Commonwealth generally controls only e narrow strip along 
the roads wlth the majorlty of the vlewsheds being in private ownership or controlled by Federal agencies The 
USDA Forest Service manages a national system of Scenic Byways The Forest has one byway in thls national 
system -the Highlands Scenic Tour This route was selected due to Its scenic resources and rich local history. 
The Forest owns, and therefore can influence, much of the viewshed along this byway It Is appropriate, 
therefore, to provide standards which emphasize protection of the resources which make this area distinctive 

We needtoqult hiding good forest management from the public This will end up getting us into trouble- again 
We need to educate 

Interpretation of forest management is included in Append% C, along with proposals for other Interpretive 
programs (See C32 and 33) 

I am opposed to the Highlands Scenic Tour unless standards and guides are relaxed to allow multipleuse 
management 

The Highlands Scenic Tour is and will be managed for multiple uses. The standards for that area permlt the 
management of aesthetics, cultural resources, minerals, pests, recreation, wildilfe. timber and cthervegetation 

While the Highlands Scenic Tour would include some posltive elements such as nature trails, lt unfortunately 
also contains environmentally destructive proposals such as cutting a 900 ft long swath of beauttful forest for 
widths of up to 2w ft as part of rerouting Forest Road 447 at Top Drive Overlook At the same location earthen 
fill would be deposlted at depths up to six feet or more over a 100 fi wide section 

The Highlands Scenic Tour is not only afinanciai boondoggle but It is also an ecological disaster lt is conceived 
by urban planners who don't understand the complexlties of these mountain forests, ecology, or even appropri- 
ate aesthetics The arllficial landscape they plan will merely duplicate landscape-open fields, forest edges. 
roads already common on nearby private lands It will further fragment (divide into smaller unb) habltat in an 
area in whlch existing fragmentation already threatens biodiversw It will encourage common edge and field 
species of birds and animals that prey upon rare and increasingly threatened forest interior species such as 
tropical migrant warblers that are also suffering from deforestation in their winter homes in the rainforests of 
Central America 

Scenic Byways 
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Letter 134 

Letter 134 

Letter 134 

Lener 134 

Letter 134 

Response 

Letter 500 

Response 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Friends, the Highlands Scenic Tour already exlsisl The spectacular cove forests, old growth ridge 'orchard' 
oaks wlth rhododendron understory and the complex heath shrub-huckleberry, azalea, fetterbush, laurel, etc 
all may be wewed along the exishng mad They don't need money-losing Umber sales or bulldozers to expose 
them to view A6 for balds, they are best left to their proper locations 

We thought R was a good idea when Washington told the Forest Service to swiich to recreation from timber 
sales However, It's clear that they're dlstorling this message and are really ttying to do the same old thing as 
clearcutting in a diiferent way destroying the forest with heavy machines and overmanagement in makework 
projects 

They have refused to issue proper scoping notices and have arrogantly refused to do an environmental 
a68es5ment all in violation of interim management guidelines in effect while the new forest plan is being done 
Illegally they have even begun conslruction at the Top DrNer Overlook 

Along Route 850 they plan to create a mini village wlth a museumlaudnorium, restrooms and a variety of other 
expenswe faciliiies to display the remains of 19th century iron mines 

At another location an area of mountain slope covering 2Mx) acres would be drastically aitered Here on vety 
steep unstable slopes they would schedule a number of timber sales as 'demonstrations.' But far worse they 
also plan to construct 'balds' or areas where all trees, except for a few, would be eliminated permanently 
Presumably this artificial landscape is planned to duplicate natural balds which are native io the Great Smokies 
of Norlh Carolina but are not at all home in this area To construct these balds, one of which would be 700 feet 
long and 200 feet wide, they would have to bulldoze, blast or pull every stump or saturate the area wlth 
herbicides and other chemicals to prevent resprouting Furlhermore this atllflcial landscape would require 
continuous input of work, energy and expense comparable to suburban lawns to prevent the forest's return. All 
this artificial terrain would be viewed from a steel tower But this is only the beginning. 

The Highlands Scenic Tour has been designated as a Forest Service Scenic Byway by the Chief A concept plan 
is available for viewing at the Supervisor's mice and the District Offices 

R is not known where the commenter received his erroneous information, but wfihin the concept plan there is 
no mention of the alteration of 26M) acres, no plans to create atllficial balds and no mention of the construction 
of a steel tower. Road Improvements for safety and visual enhancement includethe rerouting of a portion ofTop 
D r ~ e  Interpretive facillties are proposed which may include restrooms, kiosks, trails, scenic overlooks (which 
may iakethe form of a plaiform or deck), parking and one or two picnic areas H there is demonstrated demand 
and it is financially feasible, a modest visiior center may be proposed 

The comment that the Forest has not done the proper scoping is also in error A scoping notice was issued In 
January 1991 and a Decision Memorandum for the improvements to FDR 447 (Top Drive) was issued in March 
1992 Other developments proposed in the concept plan will be evaluated on a project level basis, and the 
publio will have opportunities to oomment 

The proposals for facilities along the Highland Scenic Byway are excessive In expense. The cost should be 
reduced. 

The cost estimate in Appendix C of the Plan includes salaries for staff to inventory resources, plan Interpretive 
programs, design facilities and supervise construction R also includes labor and materiels for construction 
projects The cost is not excessive for developing a Scenic Byway wlth Interpretive opporlunlties. 

National Forest Scenic Byway - Go back to the original Conceptual Plan prepared by VPI Scrap that porlion 
calling for 'Individual Tree' selection and no even-aged cuts over five (5) acres Only use group selection and 
thlnnings In the foreground of State Routes 850, 770, 1 6 1  and FDR 447 (Top Drive) The unseen area should 
be modflcation. The iheme of this Byway was to show how the National Forests are managed and io use It for 
education, hlstoty, wildlife and fishery management, timber management, etc As wrmen in Alternative 8, It will 
only educate the public toward a preservation mode of management 

There has been only one concept plan developed by the Communiiy Design Assistance Center of Virginia 
Polytechnic lnstltute and State University This document is available for viewing at the Supervisor's m ice  and 
District Offices R went through several draft stages wlth minor changes made each time The concept has 
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always been to optimize the scenic drwing expenence while providing interpretation of natural and cunural 
resources and the management of them This remains the emphasis in the finalized concept plan 

The Highlands Scenic Tour does not emphasizes preservation management The Tour provides an excellent 
opportuniiy for the Forest Service to showcase the management of all resources including recreation, visual. 
wildlife, timber, cultural and watershed. A wide veriety of managemenl actlvlties are permmed In both the 
foreground and the interior, but they are carefully olanned to meet the retention and oartial retention VQOs 
respectively 

Proposed interpretwe facilmes and programs are addressed in Appenda C and the Concept Plan for the 
Highlands Scenic Tour Decisions as to which of these proposals will be developed and the level of develop 
meni will be made on a project level basis. The proposals are made in such a way that development can be 
done in stages. Portions can be dropped or new proposals made wlthout affecting the entire Byway There wlll 
be further opportunities for public comment on a project by project basis 

Most of the interior area of the Highlands Scenic Tour is visible from Interstate 81, the Tour route ltse#. and/or 
Cockscomb Overlook. All of these are inventoried wdh the higheat sanslthriiy level. The small, dispersed pockets 
of seldom seen areas do not justlty adopting the modtfication VQO, therefore the partial retention VQO has been 
assigned 

LMer 4038 The Highland Scenic Tour should also be an Interpretive Motor Route The inltiel plan forths route as discussed 
wRh the Department of Conservation should be revsked This route offers an excellent opportuniiy to demon- 
strate the ma of management areas, practices. and scenic and recreational offerings aveiiable on the forest The 
desired future conddion should be moddied to reflect this change in emphasis Many of the siandards can still 
be applied to this Tour. but where management activdies are being demonstrated and interpreted, the retention 
VQO should not be applied. The scanic attributes along this route will continue to dominate the visdor’s 
experience. Some management activdies may be locatod out of view of the road Visltors can be encouraged 
lo  pork at a dosignaled 6110 and walk down a closed road to view the results of timber, wddllfe or other 
management practices 

Response Proposals for the Highlands Scenic Tour provide both motorized and non-motorized interpretation of resource 
management (See Appendix C, pages 27-35). Since visual resource management Is a resource, It shall be 
interpreted by all aOtlvNes along the foreground zone meeting the retention VQO In evety other respect. your 
comment is consistent wlth the Revised Plan 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS Imporlant kenlc/Recreatlonal Value 

Letter 91 Since our right-of-way corridor is vety narrow, we depend almost totally upon the Forest Service to protect our 
views along the Blue Ridge Parkway Your proposed wilderness study areas and planned management to 
enhanoe scenic and natural values adjacent to portions of the Parkway lend strong support to the realization 
of our management objectives Further, It appears that areas to be managed for timber production would have 
minimal or no impact upon Parkway views 

Response The Forest reoognlzes the value of thevlewshed ofthe Blue Ridge Parkway and has, in the preferred alternative, 
placed It in management areas wlth asenslthriiyto visual resources We will continue to consuit with the National 
Park Service and the publio at the project level to ensure that the integriiy of the Parkway viewshed is 
maintained 

Letter 91 

Response 

We would appreciate a statement of commitment in the Land and Resource Management Plan to work 
cooperatively to minimize degradation of Parkway views and other resources We feel that such a statement with 
specdic reference tothe Parkway would provide a posltwe basis on which to continuethisvltal cooperation Into 
the future 

The Forest has shown good faith in protecting the viewshed of the Blue Ridge Parkway in the Revised Plan We 
will continue to act in good fadh, consulting wdh the National Park Service at the project level of any manage. 
men1 decisions which may affect the Parkway 
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Letter 2825 I believe it Is forthe best Intereat of maintaining the Appalachian Trail that the Priest area be gwen the Special 
Management designation, also the area including Mi Pleasant, Cold Mi and Pompey should continue to be 
protected by the destgnauon 'Spectal Management Area' 

Each management area is 'special' In its own right These mentioned areas are protected by allocatlng the 
Appalachian Trail corridor to Management Area 6, The Prtast to Management Area 8 and Mt Pleasant to 
Management Area 21 

Response 

Letter 3540 Laurel Fork 1s an area of specriic Interest and concern We oppose any clearcut logging operations wlthin Its 
boundaries, as well as mineral mining andlor oil and gas development Selective logging In the section east of 
the stream 18 not opposed, if deemed absolutely necessaiy and pertormed in a closely controlled manner. 
Recreatlonal activities such as hunting, fishing, hiking and camping are the most favored uses of the areas. 
Addltlonal motorized vehicle access and A N  trail8 are not supported. 

Response In the Revised Plan, the Laurel Fork Roadless Area has been allocated to Management Area 21 as a Special 
Management Area This roadies area contains biological and mineral values which outweigh its value as 
wilderness. 

The Laurel Fork Special Management Area is classriied a8 unsuitable for timber production Some harvesting 
of fuelwood will be permitted along FDR 106 and FDR 457 There may also be some harvesting associated with 
the elimination of non-native red pine plantations. Salvage of timber killed by gypsy moth or other natural or 
man-made cau6es is permdted on portions of Middle Mountain accessible from FDR 457 and along the roadslde 
corridor of FDR 106 This sahrage will be conducted In such a manner that the roadlees character and prlmltwe 
appearance of the Laurel Fork Special Management Area are not signriicantly moddied 

The Laurel Fork Special Management Area is available for oil and gas minerals wlth Controlled Use Stipulations. 
and is available for other leasable minerals on a casebycase basis and is not available for common variety 
minerals. 

Public motorized access is limited to open system roads The Intention is to relocate approximately 1 1 miles 
of FDR 427 along Middle Mountain on the eastern side of the Laurel Fork Special Management Area and to 
construct an access road and parking lot off State Route E42 

There are no opporlunlties for grazing In the Laurel Fork Special Management Area and no grazing permlts will 
be Issued. 

Any regulation of hunting, fishing and trapping is a legal responsibility of the CommonweaRh of Virginia and 16, 
therefore, outside the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Letter 296 

Letter 296 

Lelier296 

Standard 625 No grazing permlts are issued 

Hunting and fishing to continue to be permltted 

I propose that the Final Plan include a new category, Management 4 BILaurel Fork managed according to 
proposed MA4lSBA standards wlth the type of addrtions and deletions I have listed above. 

Prohibition on huntingNrapptngNaking ETS species. Brochure to be prepared for public distribution Indicating 
in words and pictures 6uch species along wlth rationale and justification for their protection 

In reference to Laurel Fork, no grazing permrts are allowed 

In reference to Laurel Fork, as well as Forest wide, 7ES' (threatened. endangered, sensitive) species are 
protected by Virginia State Laws, Federal Laws. and Forest Sewice Policies 

Laurel Fork is designated as Management Area 21, but will retain ail of the protective measures for sensitive, 
threatened, endangered and sensltive species, as allocation to Management Area 4 would allow 

LeUer 296 

Response 
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Hunting. fishing (and trapping) will continue In Laurel Fork - aswlthin all ofthe Forest when in accordancewlth 
appropriate Mate and federal regulaitons 

Letter 296 

Response 

Prohibltion of using Laurel Fork as a reservoir orwater-storagefaciliiy. Justrlication provided by the revised EIS 

There is no current plan under consideration to use Laurel Fork as a reservoir Any future request of this nature 
would be analyzed and decided upon according to National Environmental Policy Act requirements. 

Letter 296 

Response 

Installation of gates as needed to prevent unauthorized motorized access beyond the open-system roads 

Installation of gates on roads to prevent unauthorized motorized access is a normal practice on the George 
Washington National Forest This practice is currently employed in the Laurel Fork area and will continue to be 
used as needed in the future 

Letter 296 

Response 

Designation and signs of crosscountry ski and horse ire118 

To the present time. demand for these uses of the trails has not been sutticient to provide designation and 
signing However, should there be sufficient interest, we would be willing to enter into partnerships wlth 
interested individuals or groups to identtfy sultable trails and provide the signing 

Letter 296 

Response 

Signs et trailheads indicating the types of access and activlties that are permmed and prohiblted. 

The frequency and standards of trailhead signing will be commensurate wlth use levels. Where needed, 
regulations and restrictions for use will be posted 

Letter 296 

Response 

Prohibdion of mass camping 

Laurel Fork 18 opsn for camping in the general area and at Locust Springs The demand for camping is heaviest 
in the November rifle deer season. We are identtfying areas that receive the heaviest dispersed camping and 
examining these areas to determine impacts Where adverse resource impacts are identdied, we will take the 
necessary stepsto reduce or eliminate them An example would be to close camping In wet areas and designate 
dispersed campsltes In nearby dry, well drained areas The intent would be to permlt historical use of the area 
to continue while reducing impacts in more sensltive areas 

Letter 296 

Response 

Letter 296 

Response 

No motorized trail use 

Motorized use of forest development trails is n d  allowed wlthin this management area 

Prohibltion of ORVlAlV use on all trails, including 457 (Middle Mountain), 450 and Slabcamp road. 

Motorized use of forest development trails is not allowed wlthin this management area 

Letter 296 

Response 

Maintenance but no expansion or upgrading of Locust Springs campslte 

Minor expansion andlor upgrades ai the Locust Springs slte are not precluded However, based on direction 
in Management Area 21, needed facility changes would be minimal, subtle and designed to blend wlth the 
natural surroundings Any changes would be analyzed and decided upon according to NEPA regulations. 

Latier 296 Standard -No road construction Reconstruction is limlted to only that needed for protecting resource values 
in the riparian area (The absence of a specdic discussion of Laurel Fork makes It hard, d not impossible, to 
determine how this area is to be managed under Standard 2&26 and whatever oiher road-related standard may 
or may not be applied The Final Plan and the Final EIS should discuss road standards specdically) 
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Response The Red Oak Road, FDR 457, crosses from National Forest land l o  prwate land and backto National Forest land 
Relocation of this road is identified In the Revised Plan Approximately 1 1 miles of road will be needed An 
access road segmem will be needed to the parking lot off Sate Route 642 

Trails. Standards 907.935 are applied to Laurel Fork as part of lts MA4 designation i support these standards 
The Draft's Revised List of Projects, however, anticipates'reconstructing' 6 5 miles of FSTrail450, which follows 
the path of the abandoned rail bed along the main creek as lt f low north R's not obvious what the Draft 
envislons and to what Standard the trail is to be built The public cannot be expected to endorse or ODDOS~ this 
project without having addkional information 

The Laurel Fork trail is Identified as a potentlal trail reconstruction project in the Revised Plan The actual 
location and extent of the trail reconStruction andlor relocation would take place based upon proled level 
analysis and public scoping according to NEPA procedures 

Letter 296 

Response 

Letter 296 

Response 

Letter 296 

ReSDOnSe 

Construction of IOvehicie trailhead parking facildy and trail access at or nearthe intersection of Laurel Fork and 
SR 642 Provide Laurel Fork information at trailhead to include map, boundarms of RNA. descripilon d Laurel 
Fork's ETS population, list of aclivltles prohiblted, discouraged and allowed 

This project was identified In the 1986 Plan and will also be included as a potential project in the Revised Plan 
II would likely require acquisltion of a small parcel of private land and a trail right-of-way. Information to be 
placed ai the trailhead would be determined during the preparation of this project 

Small camping parties l o  continue to be permeed, contrary to VNHP recommendations If human use poses 
threat to SBAIRNA objectives In the future, limitations should be considered and imposed 

The area has historically been available and used for small group camping The need lo  minimize adverse 
affects on sensltive areas is recognized. In some cases shifiing use to designated sltes on more resilient 
locations will help prevent these impacts Party size restrictions, though not precluded, would be a last resort 
due to cost and dlfficuity of administration 

Letter 296 

Response 

Recreation opportunlties should be consistent with a prlmltwe and semi-primltive non-motorized objective, with 
the exception of the existing Locust Springs campsite. (Stanaard 22, which applies l o  all MA4/SBAs, refers 
broadly to *lands classified as roaded natural, semi-primltive motorized [subclass 11 and semi-primltive non- 
motorized recreation opportundy spectra' [Draft, p. 2-29] Wlthout a discussion focused specdioally on Laurel 
Fork, it is once again impossible to determine what the GWNF plan is proposing) 

The unique quallties of Laurel Fork are recognized, and It is included wlthin Management Area 21 for that 
reason The ROS inventory was reviewed since the publishing of the Draft Plan The current ROS inventory for 
Laurel Fork Is adopted under Management Area 21 

Letter 2665 

ReSDOnSe 

No natural succession viewsheds are provided in the plan (EIS 2-20) 

k is unclear what the commenter means by this statement No such statement 1s made in the EIS or FLMP 
documents. 

Letter 2742 

Response 

By and large An 8 would preserve the existing status of the scenic areas of the Forest, and hopefully you will 
remain steadfast in this respect 

In the record of decision the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selection the appropriate mrrture 
of uses, values, products and services in the aiiernative to serve as the Revised Pian Visual resource manage- 
ment was considered in the formulation and analysis of each aiternatwe 
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SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS Appalachlan Trail 

Letter 91 We share with you management responsibilitiesforthe Appalachian National ScenicTrail. and hope to continua 
to work cooperatlveiy to provide for the ever-expanding need for public recreation in the region. 

Response NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Letter 1996 The Appalachian Trail should be maintained as near wilderness without addrtlonal roads or scalping areas to 
ruin the views of hikers by clearcutting near the AT corridor 

The Appalachian Trail corridor is Management Area 6 and is managed for remote. non-motorized recreation 
opportunities. Thls is distinct from wilderness For instance, in the AT Management Area, mechanized equip 
mentsuch aschainsaws is allowedfor maintenanceand there aretrailahenemavailable Where the ATtravemes 
lands recommended for wilderness study, the wildernes resources will be protected The Forest Sewice Visual 
Management System is used to protect the scenic resources of the AT 

Response 

Letter 67 On the Pedlar RD. Buena Vista, Big Island and Snowden quads, It is recommended that Management Area 17 
be changed to Management Area 16 from the AT corridor and US. Highway 80 on the North to Rocky Run, on 
the west to the forest boundary on the east and south because most ofthls area has aVQO of Parhal Retention. 

Letters 1622, 1623,18M, 1803,2180,2487,2622,3648 
The Rocky Row Run drainage area of the Pedlar District currently listed as Management Area 17 be changed 
to MA 16 which will provide viewshed protection along the A.T on Lmle Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row, and Bluff 
Mountain 

Letters1622, 1623,1802,1803,2180,2487, ~ 2 2 ,  3648 
The area around Tarjacket Ridge, Mantop Mountain. and Spy Rock be changed from MA 1 to MA 13 which 
would provide viewshed protection for the A.T. and would provide opportunlties for dispersed recreation. 

I am in favor of the promotion of quallty hiking which includes viewshed protection of the AT and other trails. 

Protect the views along the Appalachlan Trail, especially from Lmle Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row, Bluff Mountain. 
Maintop Mountain, and Spy Rock 

The preservation and management of visual resources along the A T  Is of utmost imporlance to the AT. 

My most blatant problem is the rape and pillage Management Area 17 on the eastern slope of Rocky Row in 
the southern part of the Pedlar District directly adjacent to the Appalachian Trail Corridor The no visual 
consideration nature of Area 17 is inconsistentwlththeforest's effortstoprotecttheTrail il not againstthefederal 
laws calling for the Trail's protection It is a situation I find unacceptable 

Change the Management Areas in Pedlar District from MA 17 to MA 16 to provide a better viewshed Heavily 
traveled areas around Spy Rock and Tarjacket and Maintop would also be better served by changing it from 
MA I to MA 13 

The preservation 8 mgmt of the visual resource along the AT is crlticai to the quality of the Appalachian Trail 
experience. 

If the areas around Tariacket Ridge. Maintop Mtn and Spy Rock were to be classified MA13, they would provide 
a greater opportunity for dispersed recreation 

Forest-Wide Standards & Guides - for adjaoent management areas seen from the Appalachian Trail that have 
an adopted VQO of modification or maximum modification, those portions of the areas seen from the Appalachi- 
an Trail will be managed to meet partial retention objectives 

The aesthetic value of the land wlthin the viewshed of the Appalachian Trail is far greater than the monatav 
value of the timber The plan should be designed to protect the biological resources of the area and yet provide 
for a diversity of recreational opportunrties that will not be delrimental to the resource 

Letter 1869 

Letter 2239 

Letter 2677 

Letter 2691 

Letter 2861 

Letter 3717 

Letter 3764 

Letter 3941 

Letter 4027 
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Letter 4041 

Response 

Theview from Spy Rock numbersamongthe most spectacular Everything should be done to preventdegrada- 
tion of thls viewpoint 

The Revised Plan has been fomtulaied to ensure that no lands visible from the Appalachian Trail have a lesser 
visual quallty objective than the existing inventory In adddon, a standard for Management Area 6 siates that 
management activities. such as those associated wRh timber harvesting, vislble from the trail but omide the 
management area are modfled to reduce negative impacts from the hiker's view in accordance with the visual 
management system A standard is also in place to assure that site-specfic project planning include consulta- 
tion wlth local Appalachian Trail clubs. 

Letters 1622,1623, 
4041 

Response 

1662,18M, 1803,1863,2180,P42,p6o,2326,2339,244(n,2825,2928,2912,3549,3769,3T12,3829,3830,3883, 

We are concerned with preserving the AT. hiking experidnce as a near-wilderness experienoe wlth strong 
protection of viewshed and we are very Interested in minimizing the intrusion of roads and motorized vehicles 
into or nearthe A T corridor We also desire minimal impact of logging operations asthey might impact the A.T. 

Management Area 6, the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and environs, includes all land within the fore- 
ground viewshed as mapped using the Forest Service Visual Management System. This management area is 
the same in all alternatives with the exception of lands recommended for wilderness study. These lands in 
Management Area 8 provide a non-motorized, remote experience that is fully compatible wlth the AT experl- 
ence Standards were developed in cooperation with the Appalachian Trail conference, other Southern A p  
palachian National Forests, and the Forest Service Southern Region Office This provides protection to maintain 
the remote, non-motorized experience of the trail for foot traffic only 

Letter 2- 

Response 

Minimize the Intrusion of roads and motorized vehicles near the AT 

The remote, non-motorized experience of the Appalaohlan Trail is very imporlant and is maintained in the 
preferred alternative 

Letter 2514 

Response 

Letter 2361 

Response 

I request that Aiternative 6 be adopted, as proposed. for the George Washington National Forest in regards to 
the location of the Appalachian Trail through that area. 

The location of the Appalachian Trail is the same in all alternatives The variation by aiternative that affects the 
AT corridor Is the recommendation of ceriain areas for wilderness study. 

Keep ORVs off and far away from the Appalachian Trail & preferably out of the NF. 

The Appalachian Trail is in Management Area 6. This Management Area Is the same in all aitemallves with the 
exception of lands reoommended for wilderness study area designation. A remote non-motorized recreation 
experience is provided. Standards were developed In cooperation wlth the Appalachian Trail Conference, other 
Southern Appalachian National Foresis. and the Forest Service Southern Region Office This provides proteo- 
tion to mainiain the non-motorized experience of the trail for foot traffic only 

Letter 2612 

Response 

The provision of a buffer zone for the Appalachian Trail corridor and the wilderness areas is essential for their 
protection. 

The Forest Service policy has long been one that wildernesses oontain their own buffers This policy, however, 
does not preclude the designation of roadless areas adjacentto existing wilderness to enlarge wilderness areas 
Nor does R preclude the management of roadless areas adjoining existing wilderness to emDhaslze their 
roadless quailties for primitive recreation 

In essence, Management Area6 providesthe buffer forthat portion ofthe Appalachian National ScenicTrailthat 
passes through the Pedlar Ranger District 
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Letter 3642 

Response 

The Appalachian Trail experience is one that must be at lease maintained In lts present state Once lost, it will 
be gone forever 

In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate muiure 
of uses. values, products and condltions in the alternative to serva as the Revised Plan Since management of 
the AppalachianTrail is part of 'ISSUE6 - SPEClALRECREATlON MANAGEMENTAREAS'. itwill be discussed 
in the record of decision 

Letter 36M) 

ReSDOnSe 

Too restrictive on roads close to the AT Need to be more flexible 

Open roads that cross or closely parallel the Appalachian Trail. Management Area 6. are not compatible wlth 
the non-motorized trail values of the AT However, road locations that are the only reasonable and prudent 
alternatives are allowed after all impacts have been mitigated to the maximum extent lt is realized that it is 
impossible to prevent all road impacts 

Letter 3697 

Response 

I am against olearcutting along the Appalachian Trail 

All of Management Area 6. the Appalschian National Scenic Trail, is unsultable for timber production and 
therefore it will not be clearcut 

Letter 1824 

Response 

I desire a reduction in the total number of acres to be clearcut on the forest and minimal impact of logging 
operations as they might impact the AT 

In conformance wlth the new national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan limds clearcutting to 
those slte-specrfic instances where no other timber harvest method can achieve the obiactives or desired future 
condition of the given management area Standards are included in the Revised Plan for Management Area 6 
that mitigate Impacts on the Appalachian Trail from logging operations 

Letter 3792 

Response 

Keep the Appalachian Trail corridor protected from activlties that negatively Impact the wilderness experience. 

The Appalachian Trail corridor Is Management Area 6 and is managed for remote, non-motorized recreation 
opportunities This is distinct from wilderness For instance, In the AT Management Area, power mechanbed 
equipment such as chain saws are allowed for maintenance and there are trail shelters svailable Where the AT 
traverses land recommended for wilderness study, the wilderness resources will be protected 

Letter 3921 

Response 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

This alternative [#8] provides protection for the Appalachian Trail 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

The Appalachian Trail Mgt Area is delineated as MA6 in the draft plan, and standards and guidas for the 
Appalachian Trail are incorporated into the plan We believe that it is ESSENTlALthat the final approved version 
of the regional standards and guides be subst~utedfortheS&Gsfor the AppalachianTrail Mgt Area in the draft 
plan Our primaty concern is that the meaning of the revised S&Gs be Incorporated in the GWNF Plan 

The mgi corridor for the A T  'disappears' within areas proposed for wilderness designation, and we suggest 
two possible solutions to this problem The ftrst option would be simply to describe the Appalachian Trail mgi. 
area as proposed in our draft This would, in effect, recognizethat the AT mgi area overlaps the wilderness mgt 
area We are conoerned that the %Os for mgi of the AT are recognized where the Trail passes through 
wilderness, subject to the guiding principles of wilderness mgmt The second option would be to incorporate 
by reference the A T  SBGs from MA6 into the S&Gs for MA8 The revised S&Gs for the AT mgi area include 
a statement declaring compliance wlth the Wilderness Act of 1964 and subsequent wilderness-designating acts 
You could also reference the existing Virginia Wilderness Acts 
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Response The Pedlar Ranger District through which the ATspansthe Forest, has long standing excellent relationships with 
the three clubs that malntain the AT on the Forest Language to the effect of the comment has been added to 
the Revised Plan 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Standards & Guides -Where practical, avoid placing motorized equipment on the Trail 

Standards & Guides ~ Prescribed fire may be used when compatible with the objectives of the management 
area 

Standards & Guides - Coordlnate work projects tor the Trall at the district level with partner trail clubs based on 
the ATC Trail assessment process, and conduct a work planning session at least once annually. 

Standards & Guides - Facillties such as shelters, privies, stiles, bridges, spring boxes, registers, and trallheads 
will be constructed so as to meet resource protection and hiker needs in partnership wlth ATC and local AT 
clubs 

Standards & Guides ~ Primitive camping Is encouraged where resource protection is not a llmlting factor. 

Standards & Guides -Where feasible. locate new sheners no closer than two miles from open roads and other 
access points 

Standards & Guides - Motorized, horse, packstock and bicycle use on the Trail is prohibited except where the 
Trail crosses or is located on Forest system, state or county roads Actively manage to exclude these uses. 

Standards & Guides . Trail shelters and related facilities will be managed, constructed and maintained in 
accordance wlth the ATC Overnight Use Principles and the responsible AT club local management plan. 

Standards & Guides - Ensure that relocations provide a Trail environment that is equal to one better than that 
of the existing looatlon 

Standards &Guides - Exercise carethatTrail relocations and improvements not cause a progressive loss of the 
primitive quallty or simpliclty of the footpath 

Standards & Guides - Prohibrt the broadcast application of herbicides for control of vegetation in utillty 
right-of-ways wlthin the Appalachian Trail management area 

Standards & Guides - Apply full mrtigating measures to protect trail values and environment Proposals tor new 
or upgraded utlllty lines shall be the subject of an environmental assessment or environmental impact state- 
ment, wlth full consideration given to AppalachianTrail values and where proven to be the only prudent feasible 
alternative 

Standards 8 Guides - Acquire lands or interests in lands identified in the Appalachian National ScenicTrail Land 
Acquisition Inventory-Region 8, 1988, as modified through subsequent application of the 0pt”l Location 
Review procedures 

Standards & Guides - Plan for protection andlor management of identified populations of proposed, endan- 
gered, threatened and sen6iIive species in cases where such adons are needed in cooperation wiih ATC and 
the local trail club. 

Standards 8 Guides - Conduct and maintain a biological Inventory of proposed, endangered. threatened and 
sensltve species within the management area in cooperation with ATC and state natural heritage program. 

Standards & Guides -An inventory of geological features will be carried out to identw interpretive opportunities. 

Standards & Guides - As appropriate, use prescribed burning, hand tools, power tools, herbicides, and grazing 
to control vegetation 

Standards & Guides - Report Incidents of criminal behavior to the Appalachian Trail Conference and the Trail 
maintenance club 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Latter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 
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Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

LeUer 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

LMer 3941 

Standards & Guides - Establish procedures for Forest SeNlce law enforcement officers to timely respond to and 
investigate Trail Inciderits and randomly patrol trailheads and easily accessible facillties. particularly those wlth 
a history or paliern of inciderits. 

Standards & Guides - Keep hiker regulations as unreStrlctive as possible. Restrict use only to the extent proven 
necessaw to protect the Trail, Its environment, the Interests of adjacent landowners, and the Trail users 
Incompatible activlties will be controlled by educational efforb and, falling these, by enforcement of laws and 
Trail regulations Foster an unregimented atmosphere and encourage self-reliance and respect for Trail values 
by legitimate users. 

Standards 8 Guides - Site-specrfic projects that may affect the visual resource, and adoption of VQOs, will be 
coordinated with the ATC and the local trail club 

Standards & Guides - The area mapped as foreground from the AT. footpath and associated viewpoints, 
shelters, campsites. water sources and spur trails to these features, will have a VQO of retenhon. 

Standards & Guides - Signlng and blazing will be consistent with the ATC Stewardship Manual Trail Design, 
Construction, and Maintenance and the USFS Sign Handbook (FSH 7109 I i ) ,  except that mileage will be 
shown l o  the nearest tenth mile 

Standards & Guides - Deslgn the treadway according to soils, drainage, vegetation. topography, and other 
resource constraints Consider safety In trail design, construction, and maintenance, without sacrificing the 
aspect of the trail which challenges a hiker's skill and stamina 

Standards &Guides - Usethe Optimal Location Review (OLR) to inltiate the decision making process and follow 
approved relocation procedures described in FSM 2353, R8 Supplement #42, 9/83 

Standards 8 Guides - Where feasible, provide parking facilities at locations where the Appalachian Trail can be 
acoessed by a short spur bail rather than at locations where the trail footpath crosses a road 

Standards 8 Guldes - Analyze all roads crossing or paralleling the trail wlthin one mile for their potential 
undesirable impacts on the trail experience and elther close or document decision to leave open as appropriate 
Allow new roads only rfthey arethe only prudent and feasible alternative and only after all Impacts have been 
mltigated to the maximum extent 

Standards & Guides - Require a landscape management plan screening, feathering and other vegetation 
management techniques to mitigate the visual and other impaots of new, upgraded or re-authorized utillty 
right-of-way 

Standards 8 Guides - Apply appropriate Secretary's rules and regulations 

Standards 8 Guides. All new leases will stipulate no surface occupancy in the management area When existing 
leases expire or are terminated, new leases will reflect this standard. 

Standards 8 Guides ~ Locate the trailhead, shelters, toilets, and primitive camps to minimize the pcsslbihty of 
contamination of drinking water Educate users on low-impact camping, including sanitation practices that 
minimize the potential of contamination of drinking waters Educate users on proper treatment of all unprotected 
water before use 

Standards 8 Guldes - Follow construction and maintenance standards found In the Appalachian Trail Confer- 
ence Stewardship Manual 

Standards 8 Guides -Timber activlties on the Appalachian Trail will be to enhance environment only, they will 
be limned to cutting to improve health of the stand, provide scenic vistas, control insects and disease, attract 
wildlrfe. or when needed provide for public safety or resource protection All timber volumes are non- 
chargeable TheATCandthe localtrail club will beconsulted on anytimbermanagementactivltythat may affect 
the Trail experience 

Standards & Guides - Manage the AT within designated wilderness in accordance with the Wilderness Act of 
1964, the specific area designating act, and the area wilderness implementation schedule (developed in 
consultation with ATC and the affected trail clubs) 
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Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

LBner 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Response 

Lener 3941 

Response 

Standards & Guldes - Develop habltat improvements that are complementary to the Trail Such improvemems 
will be carried outwthin visual management and ROS guidelines, objectives, and siandards.The Forest Service 
will recommend habitat management practices along the Trail that will enhance wlidlfe viewing opportunees 

Standards & Guides - Where appropriate, interpret cultural resources through maps, guidebooks, slgns and 
other Trail-appropriate means. The Forest Archeologist will Inventory cultural and historic resources, and wlli 
recommend approprlate protection methods. 

Standards & Guides - Maintain an Agreement for Sponsored Voluntary Services between each RD and partner 
Trail club, to be reviewed and renewed annually 

Standards & Guides - Vehicular access totrall shelters will be limited to access for administrative purposes only. 
Mlnlmlze open roads wlthln 1/2 mile of shelters 

Standards & Guides ~ Limit additional development to facilities compatible wlth the Appalachian Trail Manage 
existing trail-related facilities to meet trail hiker needs 

Standards & Quldes ~ Place emphasis on evaluating hazard potential and determining if efforts are needed to 
prevent or comrol loss of trail values 

New wording has been added to the discussion of Management Area 6 in the Revised Plan Moddied versions 
of these standards are Included 

Standards & Guides -The seen onesviewed from the A T  and associated shelters. viewpoints, campsiies, and 
water sources, and the spur trail linking these features are classdied as Sensltivlty Level 1. 

The AT bel l  will have a Senskivlty Level 1. Associated side trails and facillties will have a determination made 
on a cam by c ~ s e  basis. 

Letter 3951 

ReSDOnS0 

Appalachian Trail ~ Keep the acres as in Alternative 12 but wiih the three Wilderness Sudy areas some 
addiiional acres will need to be added tothis Management Area Freeze Its location at the present location. Set 
the VQO in the middleground and background as modlficstion and partial retention io permit sound resource 
management. 

The AT location is the shme in all alternatives it is possiblethatvery short segments will be relocated to ensure 
natural resource protection and provide for the optimum location to enhance trail experiences. For the Forest, 
this relocation Is expected to be very minor Where the AT crosses Management Area& in lands recommended 
for wilderness study, the acreage is counted in Management Area 8 rather than in Management Area6 Acreage 
in Alternatives 2,4,5,?. IO, and 12 is higher becausethere Is less land in areas recommended for wilderness 
sludy, not because there is more land protected for the AT 

Lener 3693 

ResDonse 

If you have to cut [trees] at ail, use Alternative 8 and cut away from the [Appalachian] Trail 

The Appalachian Trail (Management Area 6) Is unsultable for timber management Dead or dying trees may be 
cui and felled or removed, for scenic rehabilitation or to provide for public safely Harvesting visible from the 
Trail, but 0U161de the management area 1s designed lo  reduce negative impacts from the user's view 
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SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS Flshsrlea 

Letter 296 

Response 

Designate Locust Springs Run. Slabcamp Run and Laurel Fork as featured-species Brook Trout streams, unless 
this represents a serious conflict wlth RNA management 

The Revised Plan does not use the term 'featured species' for trout streams Instead, all native trout streams 
receive a high degree of protection 

All perennial streams in Management Area21 are part of Management Area 16 There are special provisionsfor 
protection of natwe trout streams in Management Area 18 

The stream inventory map is a sensiiive data base shared with the Virginia Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries This data, particularly the wild trout stream inventory, is generally not made available to the public 
The inventory is dynamic and being updated continuously and 1s not a legal document that determines 
management practices On the ground, sde-specdic analysis of streams dictates management practices For 
example, d the inventory l i d s  a stream as cool-water and siie-specdic analysk finds It to be a wild trout stream 
or potential wild trout stream, the standards for wild trout streams would apply 

Letter 1 153 

Letter 3637 

Response 

Wildltfe mgt equates to vegetative manipulation as well as the stocking of streams wiih ncn-native fish 

We support an improved bass fishery at Lake Mocmaw Additional fish structure[s] should be seasonally 
erected and shoreline cover and trees should be planted 

Your recommendai~on has been considered and the Forest has incorporated the concept into the preferred 
alternative Stocking and special regulations are not under the Forest Service's authorlty but are recommended 
and set by the VDGIF. The Forest Service manages habbt under Its authordy and consults with State biologists 
on projects affecting fisheries resources 

Letter 1258 

Letter 1297 

Letter 3951 

Response 

[Emphasize] protection of fish.. 

Maximize protection of fish 

Wildlde and Fishery Management - Keep as In Anernatwe 12. An aotive timber management program will take 
care of most of the needs and is the most economical method to use in the management of these resources 

In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate midure 
of usas, values. products and services in the aiternative to sewe as the Revised Pian All alternatives give 
protection to fisheries resources through standards, guidelines and other mitigation measures. Economic 
efficiencies and costs of the fisheries program will be considered 

Letter 3637 

Response 

We would like to see the Jackson River access and fishery management issue resolved to the mutual satisfac- 
tion of both the State end landowners and a blue ribbon trout fishery promoted and supported 

The Forest Service has provided public access to the Jackson River below Lake Moomaw The issue of fishing 
and trespassing on the river has not been resolved where the river borders private lands The issue Is beyond 
the scope of the plan in that d lnvohres private lands, State's rights and water law for the State of Virginia 

Letter 3728 

Response 

All coldwater streams on the Forest should be Inventoried by a fisheries biologist to determine the specdic 
habltat needs of each In all cases, except Wilderness Area, the Forest is obligated to correot problems causing 
environmental damage and to a slightly lesser degree provide additional recreational fishing oppodunriy 

The preferred anernatwe delineates the range of desired future condrtlons for all types of streams on the Forest 
and the levels where corrective actions are initiated Because the majordy of riparian areas may not be at the 
desired future condttion. a priordy system will be needed to correct the problem gradually as time and money 
become available 
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Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 3883 

Response 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Pg 2-129. [Standard] XES3 - Absolutely no timbering or salvage from a wild trout stream or any trout stream 

Under the preferred alternative the riparian area (Management Area 18) along wild trout streams 1s unsuitable 
for timber production Saivage of dead and dying ember is allowed only on a sltsspecdic basis and only d the 
desired future can be met Outside the riparian area and along stocked trout water the areas may or may not 
be sultable for timber production and salvage Under the right condltlons and following appropriate standards, 
timber harvest can occur wlthout detrimental effolts on trout streams. 

Liming of trout streams which have become too acidic should be authorized under professional guidance 

The mitigation of acid rain through the addltion of limestone is allowed on a cassby-case basis aiter slts 
specdic analysis Widespread use of this technique will be llmlted by access and budgetary constraints. 

Plan. Page 24, Paragraph 9 Allow the use of artdicial structures until habitat from large woody debris 1s 
adequate 

The desired future condltion of the preferred alternative has sufficient amounts of large woody debris that 
provide seFmaintaining habitat, consequently addltionai artificial structures are not required Where the desired 
future condltlon is not met, artdlcial structures are added to provide sufficient habltat 

Plan- EPAquestionsthevalidlty of Standard 697 providing preferentialtreatmenttotroutover other fishspecies 
for fish passage structures 

Brook trout, brown trout and rainbow trout generally migrate upsteam to spawn Blockage of upstream migra- 
tion could isolate important spawning areas and greatly affect populations throughoutthe stream The need to 
provide fish passage for fish other than trout Is determined on a cassby-case analysis based on species, 
migratory behavior, spawning behavior and population dynamics 

AESTHETICS Updating the VQO Inventory 

Letter 17 

Letter 2824 

The Visual Quallty Objectwes map should be updated 

On January 13, 1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing an updeted Visual Quality 
Objectwes inventory We have had many discussions wlth your stafl the importance for the planning process 
to have an updated inventory. We have not received a map for review After these maps are distributed, we 
request a reasonable time to review and comment 

NFMA requires that the visual resource be inventoried and evaluated as an Integrated part of formulating 
alternatives In the last three years theVQO inventory map has undergone an intenswe review and update. This 
lnventoly has been used in evaluating the alternatives. each of which assigns a VQO for each management 
area. 

Response 

Letter 990 Ail areas in the updated Recreation Opportunlty Spectrum inventory shown as Semi-Primhive Non-Motorized 
(SPNM) should be placed In a Management Area which affords at least Retention standards for VQOs This Is 
to bring the visual management into compliance wlth the ROS direction for SPNM management 

All areas in the updated Recreation Opportunlty Spectrum inventory shown as Roaded Natural (RN) and seen 
from a sensnivlty level 1 or 2 travel route should be placed in a Management Area which affords at least Partial 
Retention standards for VQOs This is to bring the visual management into compliance with ROS direclion for 
RN management 

Alternatives 9 and 13 retain all areas inventorled as semi-prlmltive non motorized as such Each of these areas 
adopts aVQ0 of retention or preservation. This alternative Is considered in detail in the FElS and will be selected 

Letter 990 

Response 
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as the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan d lt is idenidled as the elternawe that maximizes net public 
benefrt. 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3988 

Response 

Letter 3988 

Response 

LBtter 990 

Response 

Letter 3988 

Response 

Letter 3988 

Response 

Letter 4012 

EIS SIX). paragraph 4 -As an examination of Table 3-26 reveals that statement 'Alternative 8 has nearly a 
half-million acres classed wlth a preservation VQO' is totally false The correct figure is a 'minusouie 46,143 
acres' Say so. 

EIS' 3-121, paragraph 2 - Alternative 11 does not have 'over one-half million acres' wlth a preservation VQO 
lt does not have The second largest acreage ...' Alternative 9 does - say so. 

P 3.120 erroneously states that 'Alternative 8 has nearly a half-million acres classed as preservation VQO'. This 
is not true. Only 46,143 acres of preservation VQO are indicated elsewhere in the DEIS for Alternative 8 This 
is a serious error-especially if H was one 01 the considerations in selecting it as the preferred alternative 

The typographical error was discovered after the Draft Revised Plan went to print. The erroneous figure was not 
used in the seieaon of the preferred aiiern&ve. The figure in the wrWn description has been corrected, and 
the disorepancy eliminated 

P 3-1 18. The Figures on preservation VQO for AHernative 3 do not agree wlth those on the previous page. lf 
81 1,270 acres would go into preservation VQO in this alternative, I would expect a massive rehabilitation 
program 

This typographical errorwas discovered afterthe Draft Revised Pian wentto print The error has been corrected. 
Alternative 3 would not provide a sizeable visual rehabilltation program, since a large portion 01 the Forest 
would adopt a preservation VQO under that alternative Preservation emphasizes ecological changes only, 
rether than man made changes to the envircnment Consistent wlth the definltion forthatVQ0, the Forest would 
generally not rehebilhate naturally occurring changes to the landscepe 

All areas In the updated Recreation Oppodunlty Spectrum inventory shown as Semi-Primltive Motorized (SPM) 
and seen from a travel route with a sensltivlty level cf 1 or 2 should be placed in a Management Area which 
affords at least Partial Retention standards for VQOs This is to bring the visual management Into compliance 
with the ROS direction for SPM management 

Alternative 2 adopts ROS classes as inventoried, however lt does not provide compatibillty between ROS 
classes and VQOs. All of the other alternatives provide compatibillty between adopted ROS olasses and VQOs. 
All of the foreground corridors for the inventoried roads wlth a sensrtivlty level of 1 or 2 adopt a VQO of at least 
partial retention For the most part, this is also true for the middleground areas inventoried as partial retention 

The use of 'logal and administra1,vo plans' as an element of visual resource inventory is confusing (See para. 
5 on p 3-1 16 of the DEIS) Does lt refer lo  Wddernoss designations. etc? 

The sentence has been moddied in the FElS lor clardication 

The statement on the second paragraph of P 3 1  17 that This acknowledgesthat mnnagementactivLes on the 
Forest meet more stringent VQOs than dictated by VMS' is inaccurate VMS does not 'dictate'. Further, the 
inventoried VQOs referred to In that sentence already rellocted a compromise down lo the lowost level 01 visual 
quallty that was expectod to be acceptable 

Because Alternative 2 adopts tho VOOs as inventor ed. the paragraph to which the commenter refers has been 
deloted in tho FElS The inven1or;ed VQOs do not reflect a oomprcmise to the lowest level 01 visual quallty 
expected to be acceptable The inventory wns ccnductod follow.ng the guidelinos prowded in USDA Handbook 
462 'National Forest Landscape Menagemenr Volume 2, Chapter 1 

PATC urges the inclusion by the Forest Service of the Big Blue and Big Schloss trails system under Manage- 
ment Area 6 as 'sensltivlty level 1' trails 
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Response In the preferred aiternative, the Big Blue and Big Schloss Trails have been placed in management areas which 
adopt a V W  of partial retention at a minimum This is consistent wlth the inventoried VQOs for those trails 

Letter 4219 We disagree with the asslgnment of a Modification V W  to communications sltes (MA 20). Many of these sltes 
have higher VQOs assigned as part ofthe site plan approved by the Regional Forester. These VQOs should not 
be lowered Where no VQO is assigned by the existing site pian, the VOO should be determined by the VQO 
of the surrounding lend, 

The standard has been changed to be more consistent wlth the inventoried VQOs and the adopted VQOs of the 
adjacent management areas. 

Response 

AESTHETICS Effecla of Management on Aeslhellw 

Letter 146 in Aiternatwe 12. the protection of visual quality along major highways is much 1888 than under current 
management direction Timber harvesting along Sensltivity Level 1 roads or trails would serlously degrade the 
views from these travel routes 

Letter 3963 The Recorder, 20 Mar 1992 We are primarily a tourist county and too much cutting could be detrimental to 
that.' 

Response In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mixture 
of uses, values, produds and condltions in the alternative to serve as the Revised Forest Plan. Recreation and 
visual resource management were considered in the formulation and analyses of the alternatives 

Letter 371 1 

Response 

Timber harvesting should be done back from public view and not along public highways. 

In order to meet a management goal of keeping new road development l o  a minimum, harvesting along some 
existing public roads in the Forest is permMed in the preferred alternative. Management activlties must meet a 
visual quality objective assigned l o  the areas where they occur Along trevei routes where public concern for 
scenic qual@ is demonstrably high, management actwlties are carefully planned to maintain a natural or near 
natural appearing landscape 

Letter 3961 EIS 3-74, paragraph 4 -The last sentence is demonstrably false - a natural appearance will dominate W e  of 
the Forest under An 8. Say so For corroboration ofthis see Fig. 2.21 on pg 2-44. PRES VQO is only on 41,143 
acres of the Forest. This tiny ponion is where a 'natural appearance' dominates. 

Natural appearing areas of the Forest which adopt the retention VQO will remain natural appearing Many 
ponions of ereas adopting the partial retention VQO will elso remain natural appearing 

Response 

AESTHETICS: Opposition to the Maximum ModlRcation VQO 

Letter 146 The draft plan proposes to eliminate the Maximum Moddication VQO This is a great improvement over the 
discredtied 1986 plan. 

The maximum modification VQO is compatible only wtih the urban and rural ROS classes Since this Forest 
contains no lands within those classes, the maximum modlfication VQO is inappropriate and is not assigned to 
any management area 

Response 
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AESTHETICS VQO as a Management Goal 

Letter 72 

Letter 72 

Lener 72 

Letter 188 

Lener 990 

Letter 3988 

Response 

The foreground of all Sensitivity Level 1 routes should be placed in an MA which affords a Retention VQO 

All Partial Retention areas in the currentVQ0 inventory should be placed in an MA which sffords at least a PR 
VQO 

The foreground ol all Sensrtivity level 1 trails should be placed in en MA which sffords a Retention VQO 

All Retention areas in the current VQO inventory should be placed in an MA which affords at l e d  a Retention 
VQO 

Alternative 2 models the current management direction Current management direction Is to manage the VQO 
inventory as the adopted VQOs There should be no dkcrepany belween the VQO inventory and Alternative 
2 allocation to various VQO classes This discrepancy should be eliminated 

P. 3-118 states that 'Compared with the exlsting inventory. Alternative 2 calls for a substantial increase in 
acreage on which preservation and partial retention VQOs are adopted' Unless there was an existing visual 
condotion inventory, this is an untrue statement as there is no basis for It I would expect that Alternative 2 
actually would reduce the ensting scenic quallty. 

AHernative 2 does not reduce existing scenic quality. In the FEIS, the VQOs In Alternative 2 are adopted as 
inventoried This is reflected in Table 3-21 of the FEIS If It is identified as the alternative which maximizes net 
public beneftts, the Regional Forester will select It to serve as the Revised Plan. 

The Revised Plan has placed the foreground of Sensrtivlty Level 1 and 2 roads in Management Area 7 There 
is a list of these roads in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan 

Letter 990 

Response 

Letter I824 

Letter 1868 

Letter 3764 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

According to the wrmen description of Alternative 8 on page 3-120 of the EIS. nearly a hew-million acres are 
classed wrth a preservation VQO. This contradicts the figures given in table 3-26, which shows 523,771 acres 
in the Retention classmcation, not Preservation This discrepancy should be corrected 

The ID Team also discovered this error after the Draft Revised Plan went to print The figure in the wrinen 
description has been corrected, and the discrepancy has been eliminated 

I support AM 8 wlh Some minor changes. the Rocky Row Run drainage area of the Pedlar Drst currontly listod 
as MA1 7 should be changed to MA1 6 which will provide viewshod prctection along the AT on Lmle Rocky Row, 
Big Rocky Row, and Blulf Min Thearoa aroundTarjacket Ridge, Maintop Mi, and Spy Rock should bo changod 
from MA1 10 MA13. which wodd provide viewshed protection from the AT and would provide opportunities for 
dispersed recreation. 

I am wrttlng in favor of Anernatwe #8. I also favor the modifications to provide viewshed protection along the 
A T  on Lmle Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row and Blulf Mountain as well as around Taijacket Ridge, Maintop Mi 
and Spy Rock as recommended by NBATC and including reduction in the total of clearcul acreage and mineral 
intrusion of roads and motorized vehicle into the AT. corridor 

The Rocky Row drainage afoa should not be classdied as MA17 H lt were instead a MA16, vieweheda along the 
Appalachian Trail would be preserved along Lfflle Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row and Blulf Mountain 

In the area from Brown Mountain Creek l o  the James River adjacent to the Trail (see Aroa D on Map #2), lands 
adjacent to an in the middleground view area of the Appalachian Trail should be designated as Managemont 
Area # I 6  

This is the only section of the Appalachian Trail where areas viewed from the Trail are managed less sensflively 
than under the present Forest management guidelines These lands aro a porUon of the area designated es 
Management Area #17. an area managed to emphasize timber production that carries a visual quallty objec- 
tives of 'modification ' Wo feel that the portion of those lands that are ve.wed in the middle ground from the 
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Letter 3959 

Response 

Appalachian Trail should be managed to meet a visual quallty objective of 'partial retention: whlch would 
require management actwlties in areas seen as middleground from thaTrail to avoid dominating the landscape 

Viewpoints from the AT on Bluff Mt. and Big Rocky Row These will be impacted by timber activlties on portions 
of MA17. Change the VQOs on parts of this area from Modlfication to Partial Retentton 

Portions of Management Area 17 visible from the AT have an adopted VQO of partial retention 

in addltion, a standard for Management Area 6 states that managemem activities, such as those associated with 
timber harvesting, visible from the trail but outside the management area are modlfied to reduce negative 
Impacts from the hiker's view In accordance with the visual management system A standard is also in Diace to 
assure that site-speclfio project planning include consuitation with local Appalachian Trail clubs 

Lever 57 

Response 

Visual values are not that distinct. We need diverslty there also 

in the range of altemdves there are various VQOs assigned to each managemeni area Some emphasize the 
modnication end of the range. such as Allematwe 5 Others emphasize the preservation end of the range, such 
as Anernatwe 3 Wlthin the preferred anernatwe, there is a range of VQOsfrom preservation to modlfication, wlth 
the majordy of management areas adopting the middle of the range. retention or partial retention The visual 
values are protected while representing at least the same level of dwerslty which is commonly found in the 
natural landscape 

Letter 78 

Letter 3840 

Response 

We recommend use of MA 5 in areas appropriate to protect high scenic quailties 

MA 5 should be applied in areas requiring protection of high scenic values 

Management Area 5 is used in Aiterndves 3,6,8A, 9, lo, 11 and 13. n was not included in Anernative 8 at the 
time the Draft Revised Plan was issued In the Forest Service preferred aiternative, the use of Management Area 
5 is appropriate for use along Interstate 81 through the Shenandoah Valley. This valley carries national acclaim 
for 116 outstanding scenic qualily. therefore the viewshed, up to three miles, is protected by assigning it to 
Management Area 5. 

Letter 02 

Response 

Use should be made of MA 7B for road corridors along Sensitivlty Level 2 roads in areas which emphasize 
animals such as bear or turkey 

In the preferred aiternative, limited use has been made of this management area prescription along roads 
carrying a sensrlwlty level of 2 These few roads are asslgned a scenic corridor because they extend another 
scenic corridor to a logical destination or they provide access to a major private or public recreation area, an 
Interpretive point of interest, or another Management Area 7 corridor. This management area prescription 
adopts aVQOof partial retention Management Areas 14,15and l6which emphasize wiidllfe management also 
carry a VQO of partial retention. The visuai resources will be protected in those areas while providing manage. 
ment emphasis for the wiidlde resource. 

Letter 146 

Letter 2664 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

The assigned Partial Retention VQOfor MA 14. 15, and 16 Is a great improvement over the 1966 plan 

The emphasis onVisual Quallty Objectives (VQO) and the Recreational Opportunlty Spectrum (ROS) in the Draft 
Plan is excesshre The VWTF is appalled that only 69,069 acres are classlfied for modlfication and that 523,771 
acres have a VQO of retention. The large area of retention will have a negative impact on the abillty of Forest 
resource managers to harvest timber using optimum silvicuiture methods and enhancing wildilfe habltat Partial 
retention should be the maximum VQO classification for much of the Forest, and moddication thaVQO for MAS 
11, 14, 15, 16. 

We recommend VQO and ROS classifications in MA's 14,15 and 16 be subordinateto wildlife habltat objectives. 

Management Area 15. Aesthetics 551 - Refer to MA 14 [Standard 524 rewrlte] for the suggested wording of this 
standard 
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Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3934 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Management Area 16. Aesthetics 576 - Change partial retention to modification or reword the sentence as 
follows. 'Visual Quality Objectwe is subordinate to wildlife objectwas ' 

Management Area 1 4  Aesthetics 524 - Change partial retention to modtficatlon or reword the sentence as 
follows 'VQO Is subordinate to wildlife objectives.' 

The Plan applies restrictive visual quality objectives and recreational opportunity spectrum ciasstfications to 
areas of the Forest designed to emphasize wildlife management These restrictions severely limn the type and 
amount of wildltfe habltat manipulation that can be done in these areas WiidlIfe management objectives should 
override all other factors in areas emphasizing wildltfe 

Change Standard 576 on page 2-1 14 oi the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'The area is managed to meet 
a visual quallty objectwe of moddication. Where wildltfe habitat objectives conflict wlth VQO, the VQO Is 
subordinate to the wlldilfe objectives ' 

The suggestion to change the visual quality objective to 'modlflcatlon' in Management Areas 14, 15 and 16 is 
inconsistent with the desire to manage these areas under semi-primitwe recreation opportunliy spectrum 
olasses The visual quallty objective of modification Is inconsistent with these recreation opportunlty spectrum 
classes. While the Revised Pian can use adopted visual quality objectives to permit the degree of letltude 
necessary to accomplish wildltfe habitat objectives, they must be applied in a manner that is consistent with 
other objectives associated wlth these management areas. 

The Forest Service uses visual quality objectwesto complywlth lwo NFMA requirements: 36 CFR 219.27(b) and 
36 CFR 21927(c)(6) Therefore, It is inappropriate to use a standard like 'VQO is subordinate to wiidllfe 
objectives'. 

Letter 171 

Response 

What is the drlference between managing for 'scenic. quality/r-word/attributes and managing Wilderness'? Is 
there an ideological separation of these two7 What about SBA and WAIWSA? 

The ID Team is uncertain what the commenter means by the 'r-word', but can make an assumption that this 
refers to the retention VQO. If this is the case, there are drlferences between managing for a VQO of retention 
and managing for a VQO of preservation. In areas cartying a preservation VQO, the emphasis Is on ecological 
ohanges only, as in a designated Wilderness. A wide variety of management activities may ocour In a retention 
VQO zone, provided they are permdted wlthin the spectfic management area Managing to meet retention 
requires careful planning 50 that the landscape retains tts natural or near natural appearance 

Letter 2281 

Response 

The value of nature and our public lands is greater than Its value as scenery alone Aesthetics should not be 
the overriding principle on which the National Forests are managed 

Tltie36 CFR219.21(9 requiresthat'thevisual resourceshall be Inventoried and evaluated as an integrated part 
of evaluating alternatives in the forest planning process, addressing both the landscape's visual anractbeness 
and the public's visual expectation Management prescriptions for definltive land areas of the forest shall 
include visual quality objectives' As required by law, each management area Is assigned a VQO. These 
allocations are based on a combination of factors including the VQO inventory, compatibillty wlth the recreation 
opportunlty spectrum class, and compatibility wlth the general management goal for the area 

L&er 2492 

Letter 2708 

Letter 3705 

Response 

Alternative 8 would manage 54% of the Forest to meet the most protectwe VQOs Continue to manage our 
crltical forest resources wlth an eye to the 'big picture' and do not yield to greed and short-sighted uses of our 
precious natural resources 

Manage the Forest in a way that preserves the natural beauty while allowing for reasonable timber harvest. 

Consistent management of visual resources of the Forest are necessary to insure a high quality recreational 
experience for visltors to both the Forest and the State 

In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mixture 
of uses, values, products and condltions in the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan Visual resource 
management has been considered in the formulation and analysis of each alternative 
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Letter m 

Response 

VQO is defined as an image (not reaiky) that people expect (which people?). As such It cannot be applied to 
biological reality. 

A visual quailty objective is the degree of landscape alteration which la acceptable to the average Forest visltor 
as interpreted by Foresi personnel it is based on both physical and soolological characterlstlcs of an area. 

Letter 2623 

Response 

Wtthin Management Aras 14,15,16 and 17 there is a need to have a le88 restrictive VQO than that shown In 
the draR plan. The majorky of these lands should be placed (sen into the modiilcatlon VQO In the final plan. 

VQO sllocations to msnagement areas are based on a combination of factors including the VQO inventoty, 
compatibliky wkh the recreation opportunw spectrum ciaas, and compatibility wtth the general management 
goal for the area The modnioation VQO is not compatible with the ROS c iwes  wlthin management sma8 14. 
15 and 16 The majority of management area 17 adopts a VQO of modnicatlon 

Letter 3613 

Response 

Letter 9660 

Response 

An. 8 assigns virtually all the Forest outside of Wilderness to the highly restrictive VQOs of Retention and Partial 
Retention. Assigning over 945,093 acres to such restrictive VQOs shows no balance in regard to the needs for 
other resources, particularly wlidirfe and commodities Although such VQOs theoretically allow some mgt. 
activities, the reailty is they effectively prohibtt many activtties instead of having VQOs established from certain 
viewpoints or corridors, each mgt area is blanketed wtth a VQO This is nonsensical, and will, as a practical 
matter, prohibtt commodlty production virtually everywhere in any mgt area. The same comments apply to the 
highly restrictive ROS classes. 

The preferred alternative allocates the modifcation VQO to management Areas 17 and 20. By law ail lands must 
be assigned VQOs Tttle 36 CFR 219 21 (f) states 'Management prescriptions for definttive land areas of the 
Forest shall include visual quailty objectives.' VQO allocations in Alternative 6 are based on a combination of 
factors including the VQO Inventory, compatibiilty wlth the recreation opportunlty spectrum classes, and 
compatibiilty wlth the general management goal for the area. 

Why would an unseen area on any part of the Forest be managed for PR (see page 2-46). 

There are no 'unseen' areas of the Forest This term was used erroneously in the Draft Revised Pian, but It has 
been corrected to 'seldom seen'. The adoption of the partial retention VQO in seldom seen areas is primarily 
for oompatibiilty wtth the ROS classes in those management areas 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Visuals 6houid not dominate mgmt. direction in any MA 

The USDA Forest Service is the largest provider of outdoor recreation in the world The scenic quaiw of the 
Forest is one of the primary attractions. Lands allocated to Management Areas 5, 6, 7, 10, 12 and 13 reflect 
viewsheds where public concern for visual quailty is demonstrably high While a variety of management 
activtties may occur In these management areas, they are carefully planned and executed in order to remain 
subordinate to the goal of protecting the visual resource. 

Letter 3778 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

if this area is to be managed to 'meet a visual quallty objective of partial retention' why is timbering allowed at 
ail? p 2-114 

Timber management is consistent wlth the visual quallty cbiective of parlial retention. 

Major trail routes should receive a corridor of protection such as MA 6 affords the Appalachian Trail. Fhese] 
are the Big Blue, Wild Oak and hiking trails used in the vicinilies of developed recreation areas These trails 
should be upgraded from a sensitivity level 2 to a 1. 

This recommendation is generally consistent wtth the theme for Management Area 13 In the preferred alterna- 
tive The Wild Oak Trail and day use trails associated wtth highly developed recreation areas are placed In this 
management area While the inventoried sensttlvlty levels of these tralis do not change, the VQO for the 
foreground corridors in this management area adopt a retention VQO The Big Blue is not placed in Manage- 

I - 305 VQO as a Management Goal 
AESTHETICS 



ment Area 13 In b entirety lt passes through several management areas, all of which adopt a minimum VQO 
of partial retention. consistent wlth the inventoried VQO for the foreground of that trail 

Letter 3840 

Response 

VQOs need to be much more restrictwe and carefully managed under a MA #7 designation 

Management area 7 adopts a VQO of retention or partial retention A variety of activlties are permmed wlthin 
Management Area 7,  but they are carefully planned to remain subordinate to protecting the visual resource 

Letter 3840 All state open roads should be placed in a MA 7 (A, B or C) Foreground zone would define the management 
area This would especially be helpful adjacent to MA 14 and MA 15 The foreground of all Virginia Byways, 
sensltivrly level one roads and trails, should be placed in a MA which affords a Retention VQO 

The purpose of Management Area 7 is to protect and possibly enhance viewsheds along visually sensltive 
travelways such as interstates, the Blue Ridge Parkway, and certain US and State routes where public concern 
for scenic qualrly is demonstrably high These include roads to major recreation areas and points of interest 
Based on the deflnltion for the management area, It would be Inappropriate to put all of the open State routes 
into Management Area 7 Not all of the Virginia Byways meet the orlteria or c w l d  be managed to meet the 
desired future condltion for Management Area 7. Scenery is one of six crlteria used by the Commonwealth in 
designating a Virginia Byway, but It is the primaty emphasis for this management area 

Response 

Letter 3951 

Response 

VQO's - Reduce the acres of Retention and Partial Retention while increasing the acres of Moddication When 
the Management Areas are finally established then settheVQOforthat area and don't change It down the road 

Alternative 5 addresses this issue Of the fourteen anernatives considered, It allocates the most acreage to the 
moddication VQO. Alternative 5 provides for an uninterrupted flow of marketable goods and sewices il could 
be selected by the Regional Forester to seNe as the Revised Plan d It is identified as the alternative that 
maximizas net public benefits Once an alternative has been selected to serve as the Ravised Plan, an 
amendment to the Plan would be required to change the adopted VQO of any particular management area. 

Letter 3988 

Response 

3-1 18 indicates that 'all alternatwes allow forthe application of the enhancement and rehabilitation VQOs' What 
determines the 'enhancement and rehabilrtation VQOs'? Since there is apparently no existing visual condltion 
inventoty, how are rehabilltation needs judged? How can they be accounted for in the budget d they are not 
identdied? 

Landscape rehabilltation is a short-term management alternative used to restore landscapes containing unde- 
sirable visual impacts to a desired visual quallty Enhancement is a short-term management alternative aimed 
at increasing posltive visual variety where little variety now exists When necessaiy and economically feasible, 
these short-term management tools are used in areas wlth an adopted VQO of retentlon or partial retention, and 
to a much lesser degree those areas with a preservation or moddication VQO Use of Rehabilltation or 
Enhancement is permitted, but n is anticipated that they shell be rarely, d ever, necessaty Therefore, use of 
these short-term alternatives has not been a factor in the budget analysis for the alternatives considered 

Letter 3988 

Response 

Letter 3988 

Response 

P 2-17 The statement that The image that people expect in specdic potiions of the Forest is defined by the 
Visual Quallty Objectives WQOs) that have been adopted for each management area' is Incorrect The VQOs 
adopted are just what they will get-not necessarily what they expect or wanted 

The sentence has been moddied in the Revised Pian 

P 4-10 The monitoring for visual resources is not adequate Monltoring of rehabilltation to meet the VQOs Is 
necessary Monltoring of the progress on desired landscape character is necessary Also, I see nothing about 
the need for corridor viewshed planning nor a monltoring ltem to keep track of progress in doing these plans 

Monltoring of visual resources is included in Chapter 5 of the Revised Plan One result of this monBoring will 
be the determination of where It is necessary and appropriate to assign the short term management alternative 
of Rehabilltation None of the alternatives speclfy that corridor viewshed plans shall be developed, however 
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such plans may be formulated as a tool to work toward achieving the desired future condnion for Management 
Area 7 

LeUer 4038 Add the following new paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 
'Recreation experiences compatibly wlth a roaded natural ROS classtficatlon and VQO of modification are 
provided 

The vlsuai queilty objective (VQO) of 'modiRcation' Is incompatible wrth the recreation opportunky spectrum 
(ROS) ciasslfication of 'roaded natural' The Revlsed Pian has been reformulated so that avarieiy of ROS and 
VQO classes are available for use. The management area prescriptions assigned to different parts of Manage 
ment Area 17 will set the VQO and ROS classdication that will be assigned to that area The modfflcation VQO 
is only compatible wlth the roaded modified ROS. The partial retention or retention VQOs are compatible with 
ether the roaded natural or semi-primitive motorized (subclass 1) ROS. 

Response 

Letter 72 

Response 

The foreground of all Virginia Byways should be placed in an MA which affords Retention VQO standard 

in the preferred alternative many, but not all, of the Virginia w a y s  are placed In management area8 which 
afford a retention VQO The Commonwealth uses scenic resources as only one of six crlteriawhen designating 
byways The VQO inventory update performed during the revision process did not identlfy all of the Virginia 
Byways as highly sensltwe to the traveling public Likewise many are not characterized as having outstanding 
landscape vanety For these reasons, not ail of the Virginia Byways have been placed in management areas 
which adopt a retention VQO 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION OptimalHy of Clearcunlng 

Letter 3728 The emDhasis on uneven-aaed forest mamt 1s less cost-efficient and therefore undesirable We recommend the 
appilcaiion of even-aged firest mgmt 'CVHENEVER IT IS DEMONSTRATED TO BE THE BEST METHOD TO 
ACHIEVE THE DESIRED OBJECTIVES 

Response The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires that even-aged timber harvest cutting methods (other 
than ciearcuthng) be determined to be APPROPRIATE to meet the objectives and requirements of the Revised 
Pian beforethey can be selected. The speclfic regeneration harvest method will be determined on a sltsspecific 
analysis under the direction In the Revised Plan 

Letter 3804 Ciearcuitlng is an accepted way io regenerate hardwood stands Clearcuthng is the most cost efticient method 
of harvesting timber Clearcutting provides some of the best wildllfe habltat available Clearcutting Insures 
reproduction of shade intolerant, mast producing species Clearcutting does not harm the environment when 
done properly Clearcutting is a new beginning, not an end. 

NFMA states - Clearcutting can only be used when It isthe optimum method to achieve management objectives. 
Often other cutting methods are sufficient in obtaining the management objectives Cost effectiveness can't be 
the primary reason for the selection of clearcutting 

Response 

Letter 3840 Sheitemood, seed tree and clearcutting are all even-aged management practices and as such should only be 
used where site-speclfic analysis has determined no other form of timber practice will meet the overall needs 
of the area from a stand point of the values of the Alternative #8 philosophy. 

NFMA only requires that shelterwood and seed tree cutting can be used as cutting methods on National Forest 
lands where those methods are determined appropriate to meet the objectives and requirements of the land 
management pian Clearcuthng must be determined io be the optimum method 

Response 
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Letter 2380 

Letter 2664 

Clear cuning the maximum of 300 acres proposed is reasonable 

(Quoting Virginia Department of Game end Inland Flsher1es)The Drafi Plan arbitrarily dictates the acres of 
timber harvestto be accomplished by thevarious cutting methods All cutting methodsshould be evaluated for 
each proposed proiectonasltespecdlc basisandthe best methodto accomplishthe alated management goals 
and objectives should be used.' 

Slte-specrfic evaluation and analysis should guide the selection of appropriate silvicuttural techniques and 
timber harvest methods used to achieve the Plan's goals and desired future condnions Forest mgl. practices 
should not be preselected In the absence of such analysis 

Allow silvicultural treatments to be prescribed on a site basis and do not ignore clearcutting 88 a silvlcuttural tool 
(or its attendant economic bend&) 

Silvicuttural and cutting method decisions should not be part of the Land Management Plan These decislons 
should be made only as a resutl of sltespecdic evaiuations. 

Change Standard 993 on page 2-172 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to reed 'The deolsion to use elther 
even-aged or uneven-aged management timber halvest cutting methods IS based on which silvlcuttural system 
best meeis the goals, oblectives, desired future oondition and standardsforthat management areaasdescribed 
in the Revised Forest Plan and is documented during project level environmental analysis' 

Letter 2822 

Letter 2882 

Letter 3934 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Leiier 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

The Revised Plan contains a standard under 'Common Standards' in Chapter 3 that requires slte-specific 
analysis to determine which even-aged regeneration hawest method will be selected during project-level 
Implementation The acreages displayed in Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan are estimates of the mixture of 
regeneration hawest methods that will be used in implementing the Revised Plan. 

The management direction in the Revised Plan does limit the use of clearcutting to specific circumstances. This 
restriction IS consistent wlth the NFMA and other laws and regulations 

Delete Standard 995 on page 2-172 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Delete Standard 994 on page 2-172 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

These standards meet a requirement of NFMA and can? be deleted as standards 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 17 is defined by cutting method. even-aged management only 'Silvicultural needs' cannot 
be determined from a penpectlve of forest ecology standpoint rf it Is predetermined by area 

Uneven-aged management will be practiced in portions of Management Areas 7,11,13,15 and 17 The Revised 
Plan ldentrfies criteria for the location of where uneven-aged management can be practiced All other areas 
sultable for timber production will use even-aged management 

The designation of silvicutlural system and acres to be treated by various cutting methods 1s inappropriate in 
the Draft Plan Such decisions can only be made by site-specdic silvicutlural prescriptlons and designated 
mgmt objectives 

The Revised Forest Plan provides for allotting the use of even-aged or uneven-aged silvicutlural systems to 
certain management areas The allocation of regeneration hawest methods wnhln either system is left to a site 
specfic determination 

Letter 990 Alternative 12 would harvest annually ZSQO acres by clearcutting and only 39 acres by other even-aged haNest 
methods Decisions about clearoutting and other even-aged harvest methods are sharply defined by the 1976 
National Forest Management Act tt is inappropriate to speclfy the acres to be harvested by these methods until 
a slte specdic assessment has been conducted to see If the condltions allow for the use of clearcutting or other 
even-aged methods 
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Resoonse The requirements of the National Forest Management Act spec& that sltespeciflc analysis is required to 
support any decision to use even-aged regeneration harvest methods This does not, however, mean that the 
FEiS cannot estimate the acreage which could be treated annually by different management practices Since 
the use of different regeneration harvest methods comprise one of the thirteen issues belng addressed in the 
revision, the IDTeam believes that the disclosure of the estimated amount 01 ddferent practices by alternative 
Is not onb appropriate but essential to addresslng the iwue 

Letter 3728 Management Area 15: Add the folfowhg new Forest Standard. The decision document for any project should 
determine the appropriate silvicultural method and method of cutting to meet the goals, ObjeOtNes and DFC 
within this management area ' 

Management Area 1 4  Add this NEW Forest Standard. The decision document for any project should determine 
the appropriate siivicultural method and method of cutting to meet the goals, objectives and desired future 
condltion of this management area ' This Forest Standard should applied to all management areas In the Plan. 
See 'Major Points of Concern', Number 5. 

Under the latest interpretations of NFMA and NEPA, any decisions on even-aged or uneven-aged timber harvest 
methods must be baaed on sltespeciiic analysis during implementation Any ahernative can, however, llmlt or 
eliminate the use of timber harvest methods that do not achieve the objectives of the management areas in eny 
alternative or the desired future condrtlon of the entire alternative 

Letter 3728 

Response 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION OppopHion to Claaraunlng 

Letter 7 

Letter 10 

Letter 57 

Applaud any plan that moderates the use of clear cutting This is not an environmentally sound practice 

I am In support of the reduction in the amount of clearcutling 

You must have valid crlteria for any clearcutting in your N F. In clearcutting eastern mixed hardwoods consider 
only decadent stands wrth Ittie or no good growing stock or even-aged stands of practically all mature trees 

I support the idea of limiting cleercuts on the George Washington National Forest 

The draft pian estimates that clearcutting would not exceed 300 acres per year. We agree with the prohibition 
of clearcutting except when no other harvesting method will work The 1992 proposal is far better than the 
discredlted 1986 plan, which proposed to harvest nearly 4500 acres per year using clearcutting. 

Please end clearcutsl lt Is not the efficient way to log, let alone the best way to manage our national forests 

I am against clearcutting as a timber harvesting method, in all of our National Forests Thus, I believe your 
Alternahve 8, or any other alternative that provides for less acreage to be clearcut, is the best for our forest 

Letter 80 

Letter 146 

Letter 284 

Letter 354 

Letters 354,355,356,357,358,359,360,361,362,363,364,463,4&4,465,466,467,468,469,470,47t,472.473.561,562,5E3,564. 
565,567,568,569,844,845,846,927,928,929,930,931,994,995,996,997,998,999, IMX). 1001.1002,1003,1107,t108, tto9, 
1t25,11@3,1184,1185,1186,1539,1729,1928 

I am against clear cutting as a timber harvesting method, in all of our National Forest. Thus I believe your 
alternative 8, or any other alternative that provides for less acreage to be clear cut, is the best for our forest. 

No clearcutling because it destroys the ecosystem in the clearcut and considerable damage can spread to other 
areas 

NOtostripcutorclearcutofany oftheforest,therewili be noprofttfrom thlsto helptheStateor Federal budget 
or the environment. 

Letter 502 

Letter 755 
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Letters 90,978, 1097, 1429, 1843,2265,2806,3521,3594, 4217, 4234 
NO clearcutting should be permmed 

I didn't like too many clearcuts In Ah 12. 

Why do you have to clearcut The eroslon is going into the river in Wirt County Please do not clearcut as there 
will be no way we can hunt up there H you clearcut 

I em firmly against the practice of clear cutting I do not feel this pradce is good for the growth of a new stand 
of timber or forest products 

Clearcutting wreaks havoc with habitats and should be banned or severely limited 

Aithough the Pian would appear to limlt clearcutting, it nevertheless would allow thls devastating practloe to 
continue In the name of wildlife habltat improvement Clearcuts of any size can form no part of an ecologically 
sensitive proposal 

I disagree wlth your stand encouraging clearcutting, which Is disturbing Clearcuts promote increases in deer 
at the expense of other species such as bear and turkey Nongame species such as bats, awide variety of birds 
are eliminated in dearcut ares. Regeneration generally features the following species striped maple, 88s 
safras, dogwood, ailanthus, and locust These species are a poor substitute for oak and poplar. 

Minimize the use of clearcutting as a timber harvesting method. 

Clear cutting could be cut to approximately 1,Mx) acres per year, which would make timber cutting more 
economical and also provide more habltat for game and allow more use of the forest for hunting 

The fewer clearcuts the batter - as they have a negative Impact on the visual wilderness experience. beside 
noise pollution In doing so 

Be very careful especially in allowing large areas to be 'clear-cfl If Western Virginia Is found suddenly to be 
no longer beautiful, we may lose everything we have gained in tourism 

Latter 1472 

Letter 1820 

Latter 1834 

Letter 2215 

Letter 2347 

Latter 2366 

Letter 2590 

Latter 2633 

Latter 2895 

Letter 2931 

Letters 2943,2944.!2945.!2946,2947.2948.2949,2950,2951,2952,2953, 2954,2955,2956,2957,2958,2959,29€0,2961, 2962,2963, 
2964,2965,2966,2967,2968,2969,2970,2971,2972,2973,2974,2975,2976,2977,2978,2979,2983,2981,2982,2983,2984,2985, 
2986,2987.2988,2989,2990,2991.2992.2993.2994.2995.2996.2997.2998.~,3wo.3w1,3002,3w3,3004,3w5,3M)6,3w7. 
3wB, 3w9,3010,3011.3012,3013,3014,3015 

Restrict the number of acres that can be clearcutwlthin the National Forest within a given year I agree with Plan 
X8 which is less clearcutting. 

Letters 3447, 3448, 3449 
The practice of clearcutting could and should be minimized or eliminated all together. Clearcmng of steep 
slopes does irreparable damage by erosion Elimination of ciearcmng will do more for preservation of recre- 
ational areas than any other single action Hunting, fishing, hiking, biking, camping all depend on the presence 
of forest cover for maximum pleasure by the participant Sales of food. camping supplies, fuel, hunting and 
fishing supplies are drastically curbed near forest areas that are destroyed 

Please, please, please work towards keeping the cioarcuts and roads to remove timber at a mlnimum 

Clearcutting is airavwty in my opinion, 

Extensive clearcutting would be uiiimately detrimental to the watershed, quality of life here In central VA, but 
most importantly the fragile remnants of Eastern ecosystems 

Clearcutting seems such an archaic and environmentally harmful practice that its persistence seems amazing 
-why cannot It be eliminated entirely? 

Other options under consideration are much more shortsighted. While massive clearcutting might provide a 
short term economic benefit, the destruction of our biological resources Is, over the long run, far more costly 

Latter 3479 

Letter 3490 

Letter 3520 

Letter 3531 

Letter 3536 
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Letter 3592 

Letter ?.ma 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3700 

Letter 3701 

Letter 3809 

Letter 3711 

Letter 3827 

Letter 3901 

LMer 4028 

Letter 4048 

ResDonse 

In reference to clearcutting policies. The George Washington National Forest plays a major role in our dlversifk 
cation efforts In the area of tourism Visiiors do not understand the Importance of various types of forest 
management and have strong negative reactions to large. very visible clearcut areas. 

I wish to formally go on record as opposing any forest mgt plan that recommends clearcuttlng. There is a 40% 
Increase In storm-water runoff from clearcutting. 

G) Clearculttng should no longer be considered 88 a viable method of tlmber harvest. Cleanulttng is not 
consistent wlth the Ilfsdeaih cycle that 1s naturally established by the Forest Selective cutting is more harmc- 
nious wlth the cycle of the Forest 

Clear cutting does not work for anyone save this corporation 

Extensive clearcutting of the Forest may beneflt the timber industry but, I believe, is not in the general public 
interest and threatens to destroy the natural beauty. 

lt Is crltical that the harveeting of timber be done In a responsible way I find il disturbing to know thw clear 
outting continues presently though we ail know what a 1068 this produces 

Decrease timber cuts, especially clear-cutting, emphasize new, ecologically sound plans for harvesting and 
repopulatlng woods. 

The current timber harvesting method of clearcutting allows timber companies to profti at the expense of a 
healthy forest ecosystem. Wildilfe habkat Is lost along wlth biodiverslly Clean rivers become polluted as 
valuable soil erodes from the now-barren landscape. Scenic beauty and recreational opportunlties are also 
destroyed The ebillly of these areas to be useful in all of these addltional ways is lost at the expense of one 
poorly managed use. This does not in my opinion represent responsible, multlple use mgl 

The Board does not support clearcutting as the primary method of timber harvesting. 

We don't approve of federal land being clearcut wlth taxpayer's funds 

The Mountaineer Chapter opposes all clearcutting in our national forests and other public lands 

Limlted timber cutting (certainly no clearcutting) 

I am against clearcutting as a timber harvesting method. in all of our National Forest 

In conformance wlth the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan limlts clearcutting to those 
sltsspecbic instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condltion of the given management area 

Alternatlves 9, 11 and 13 explore the use of timber harvest cutting methods other than clearcuiiing to manage 
the Foresttimber sale program. These alternatives are considered in detail In the FEIS One of these alternatives 
will be selected as the Revised Plan lf lt is identHied as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

Letter 3687 

Response 

Certainly timbering will always be a part of forest management However, clearcuts and single species replant- 
lngs belong on private lands and farms. 

In conformance wlth the national ecosystem management policy, the Revlsed Plan limits clearcutting to those 
site-specific instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condfion of the given management 

Most regenerated stands will use natural methods through sprouting or seedfall. Hand planting of pine 
seedlings is limlted to those stands where the reproduction potential of a stand has been severely reduced by 
gypsy moth infestation, and where It Is a natural component in the stand 

Lener 85 I wish to comment on your statement 'the Revised Forest Plan contains a substantial decrease in the use of 
clearcutting' Many euphemisms are used to eliminate the unpopular . our 'graveyards' are now 'memorial 
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gardens'. A clearcut wrih a few remaining trees becomes a seed tree cui. A clearcut wlth a few more trees, set 
aside for cutting in a few years, becomes a sheliemood Cut A clearcut reduced in size and wrih a lmle 
moddicatlon to the definltion, can become a group selection c u t  Yes, we do want a substantial reductlon In 
clearcutting and the estimated 20 miles per year of required roads, but not by using the old 'euphemism game' 
This will not happen until the Forest Service accepts uneven-age management as the accepted way to manage 
the George Washington 

The Revised Plan strives to uiilize both even-aged and unevekaged management to manipulate vegetetion to 
mest economic and ecological needs Research does not support the widespread use of uneven-age manage- 
ment for large acreages of oak-hickory fore& on xeric sites where maintaining the oak-hickory component is 
a deslred future condtlon Several aliernaiives in the FElS anaiyze the limtted use of uneven-age management 

Response 

Letter 1275 

Letter 3763 

Resoonse 

The praciice of even-aged mgt must cease, whether performed under the language of clearcutting, road 
building, wildltfe enhancement, shelierwood cuts or group seleciion. 

Greater restrictions on clearcutting, by whatever name 

Evan-aged management is a proven, widely mad, environmenially safe siivicuitural p r h c e  entirely sultabla io 
the vegetation existing on the Forest when applied thru the direction of the Revised Plan. 

Letter 2060 

Response 

Clearcutting and lis variants cannot be justaied in any context here in the eastern U S Clearcutting and related 
techniques resuli in destruction of entire populations of flora and fauna, thereby erasing genetic dlverslty of the 
species and inhibiting evolutionary mechanisms of survival Clearcutting also selecis against interior forest- 
dwelling species, thereby reducing biodiverslty at Ihe landscape level 

Even-aged management as proposed in the Revised Plan along with seleciion cutting provide ideal conddlons 
for improving dNersIiy at the landscape level There is no evidence or reascn to suspect these management 
pramces, as proposed in the Revised Plan, will resuli in destruchon of entire populations of flora and fauna. 

Letter 1072 

Letter 1847 

Letier 2215 

Resoonse 

No clearcutting or even-aged mgt of any area should be allowed It causes too much edge and fragmentation. 

Aliernative 8 calls for the continuation of even-aged management which decreases biodiverslty, water quality. 
and soil quallty H also calls for the continuance of clearcutting for the management of game species which are 
already grossly over represented at the expense of other .less desirable' or non-game species 

Clearcutting is ostensibly limited in the preferred anernative, but due to patch clearcuts for wildlife openings, 
clearcutting will continue to dominate the forest Clearcutting is extremely detrimental to maintaining native 
biodiverslty. which is mandated by law end regulation. 

On the scale of the Revised Plan which encompasses the entire forest ecosystem of the Forest, even-aged 
management as planned, does not decrease biodiversw Some species can live in several different habriats, 
some require a specific but ccmmon habltat, and some require a specific but rarely occurring habltat. Even- 
aged management implemented over a wide, where suriable, area can provide variations of habtiat necessary 
to many species Water end soil quallty are not degraded by even-aged management practices when carded 
out under the standards in the Revised Plan 

The Revised Plan designates extensive amounts of land to provide unfragmented habitat 

In conformance with the naticnal ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan limris clearcutting to those 
ste-spectfic instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condriion of the given management area 

Letter 4262 I further object to clearcutting and sheliemood cutting which in effect are the same as no designated araas are 
slghted thus leaving the integrity of the forest at risk 
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Response The Revised Plan does not ident6y site-specdic locations for the application of cutting practices. This is done 
during project-level decislons. The Plan does analyze the lono-term capabilny of the land and assures that the 
integrrly of the forest is not at risk 

Letter 4249 Further reductions in timber harvesting can be justified in the light of past sacrilege of wanton over-harvesting 
clearcutting I applaud the 300 acres per year figure 88 reasonable Is the 300 figure real? See EIS Appendix B, 
'4wb ofthevoluma inthe first decade must be by clearcuttlng'l Under Constraint on same pagetha 27 mbf that 
you 'must harvee sounds like a minimum number. I think, at least, H should be a ceiling. 

The discussion about 4wb is a mistake. The text in Appendix B has been rewrluen to correct this error. By law, 
the allowable sale quantrly of any aiternatwe isthe most volumethat can be harvested off lands that are sultable 
for timber production. 

Response 

Letter 3744 No clearcutting. Biologically and esthetically il wages war on the foreat 'Shetlerwood' and 'seed tree cuning' 
Is basically clearcutting 

I totally oppose any clearcutting plans or any variations of k 

In conformance wlth the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan limlts clearcutting to those 
site-specdio instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condltion of the given management area 

As discussed in Appendix H of the Revised Plan, moddied shenerwood and seed tree regeneration harvest 
methods can be used to regenerate shade intolerant oaks less effectively than clearcutling, but still at accept- 
able levels 

Where a market exists for the dMerent portions of a tree (including the topwood), utilization of these drlferent 
parts must be considered Most of the pulpwood harvested on the Forest comes from the harvest of low qualrly 
mature stands and topwood from mature sawtimber trees Harvesting only sawtimber would not provide for 
adequate regeneration of oaks or provide desired wildlife habltat 

Letter 3870 

Response 

Letter 3903 I see no reason to destroy our national forests, drNe thousands of species into extinction and In the process 
pollute our air, land, and water This is exactly what clearcutting does! 

Clearcutting has been used for about25years on national forests in the east There Is no evidence, documented 
or otherwise, to indicate that these forests are destroyed orthousands of species have been driven to extinction, 
or that land, air, or water has been polluted by clearcutling 

Response 

Letters 134,4034 
it is repeatedly stated or implied that unless clearcutting is used, valuable but shade intolerant oaks will be 
replaced by less valuable but shade tolerant species such as Red Maple (eg p 2-8, DEIS p 2-50, Draft Plan) 
Butthls argument concealsthe fact that Red Maple is actually favored by clearcuts and oaks regenerate easily 
in areas much smaller than clearcuts On p 5106 of the DElS It is actually stated that 'several clearcuk not loo 
widely dispersed can dlftuse the severrly of browsing by deer, allowing oak regeneration a chance to compete 
wlth other vegetation ' This desplte the proven fact that clearcuts encourage the production of more d a d  

Clearcutting and its fellow travellers, 'shenerwood' and 'seed tree' methods, should be abandoned. USFS 
arguments that clearcutling is necessary for the regeneration of valuable. shade-intolerant oaks is at variance 
wHh practical forestly experience as well as illogical in light of the clearly xeric conditions which exist over most 
of the GWNF and which FAVOR oaks 

Clearcuts are an efficient and effectiveway to provide abundantamountsof browsefor deer. Browse is oneiype 
of food source for deer, but hard mast may often be a more limlting factor in maintaining a heaithy population. 
Deer population is controlled more by hunting regulation than habltat manipulation, although both are factors 
that should be considered When hunting regulations do not reduce the population sutficiently, there 1s extra 
pressure on the food supply (browse and mast). This adversely affects oak regeneration, so more cutting helm 
assure that some oak survive. 

Letter 4001 

ResDonse 
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Modlfied sheiienvood and seed tree practices can be used to regenerate shade Intolerant oaks less effectwely 
than clearcutling. but still at acceptable levels Group selection and single tree seleclion will not provide 
adequate opportundy, given the deer populations in much of the forest, to perpetuate the oak-hickory forest type 
because the small openings donY provide sufficient sunlight for the oaks to comoete wlth more shade tolerant 
species like red maple, blackgum and dogwood 

Letter 4047 I do not see how there can be an increase or even maintain the recent rate of logging wlthoul having these 
mountains stripped of mature forests I think there has already been far too much clearcutting done In just afew 
years In Alleghany County 

All aiiernatives assure that a sustained yield of timber products can be harvested wlthoul reducing productivdy 
of the land Much of the forest will never be haN&ed. under the Revised Plan 

Response 
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Letter 369 

Letter 146 

Letter 2542 

Response 

Letter 66 

Letter 67 

Letter 730 

Letter 856 

Letter 872 

Letter 1 163 

Letter 1257 

Letter 1446 

Letter 1685 

Letter 1686 

Forest Service research indicates that clearcutting is usually the optimum method for regenerating the oak 
forests of the GWNF An 8 proposes to only clearcut 3w acres per year Ai l  12 is the better choice since It 
proposes to clearcut 2900 acres per year 

In Anernalive 12, the projected harvest by clearcutting (25QO acreslyr) is much too high It is higher than the 
ceiling placed by the Regional Forester for interim management, and It is approximately double the acreage 
currently slated for clearcutting 

We support a minimum of 2,900 acres per year as In Aiiernative 12. 

There Is clear National Policy that directs the Forests to reduce the amount of clearcutting, so the increase to 
29w acres is in direct conflict wlth national direction 

Clearcutting is a tool which must be used to manage large acres of timberland To stop clearcutting would be 
truly harmful to certain wildltfe species as well as certain trees 

The abandonment of the use of clearcutting as a means of timber production Is as I see It a plan to do away 
with speclfic habltat areas for a number of wildltfe 

(Paraphrase) The shrfi in mgi strategy away from CC and toward uneven-aged mgt , such as group selection 
harvests, will greatly impede efforts to promote habitats suitable for ruffed grouse and other early-successional 
species 

Clearcutting certainly helps wildlife I hope the forestry service has enough fortltude to stand.up to the antis 

Clearzuttlng timber is the best thing one can do for hunting 

Clearcutting is being reduced from about 2,250 acto about 300 ac This drastic reduction Is needlessly severe, 
the existing figure of 2,250 ac far better enhances wildllfe habitat improvement 

Timber mgi based on sound clearcutting practices IS of tremendous beneflt to native wildllfe-both game and 
nongame species I can see limlting clearcutting as having a detrimental impact on wildllfe 

A reduction of 93 3 % is not a reduction, It is tantamount to elimination of clearcutting 

Most small game is along edges of heavy timber and clearcuts or trail areas Because of the number of hikers 
on trails, this once-small-game habltat is not as desirable for game Clearcuts clearly offer more game per acre 

Under An. 8 probably zero acres will be clearcut, and I feel this is unacceptable for prudent mgt. for both forest 
regeneration (planting) and wildllfe mgi 
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Letter 2171 

Letter 2216 

Letter 2542 

Lener 2542 

Lener 2664 

Lener 2737 

Letter 2744 

Letter 2898 

Lsner 3637 

Response 

I support clearcutllng because R helps provide for a heakhy forest and creates habltatforthe game animals that 
I hunt 

Your Draft Plan states that most forestvisltors expect to see an essentially unbroken forest canopy Then, they 
know nothing about proper forest management We need clearcutsto promote shade intolerant species of trees. 
provide edge and cover for game species. and to keep a young healthy forest at all times 

To maintain the oak component, even-eged management is essential 

The harvesting methods that provide the greatest assuranca of maintaining the more valuable species should 
be the methods of choice We are concerned that the forest manager is limlted to clearcutting only 300 acres 
in Alternative 8 

The W F  strongly believes that the GWNF should retain the option to use clearcutling as a viable harvesting 
method wiih annual limits directed by resource needs 

I am opposed to the severe reduction in clearcutting contained in the 14 new mgi aks Clearcutting provides 
the best feed and cover condltions for ruffed grouse and deer Uneven-age mgi. systems will be unfavorable 
to shadsintolerant tree species and will reduce forest diverslty Clearcuts should be made smaller than in the 
past, or should have uncut Strips dividing them into smaller compartments 

Given the tree species and sltes on the GWNF, clearcutting is an excellent harvesting and regeneration harvest 
method, and should continue to be an important part of the mgi plan 

The near elimination of the use of clearcutting as a regeneration method as presented in Preferred Alternative 
8 [makes R] an [un]acceptable akernetive 

We favor clearcutting as a wildlife and silvicultural tool when used in moderation and sizes less than 20 acres 

In responseto public input and new Forest Service policies, the Forest is reducing clearcutting, but is retaining 
even-aged management as the dominant regeneration harvest method The Draft Revised Plan identdied less 
than a quarter of the timber harvest to be uneven-aged management In the Revised Plan this percent was 
reduced to 2% This was in response to bener selection of areas where uneven-aged management is most 
practical. and in response to a lack of support forthe system from professional wildlife biologists Uneven-aged 
management has been confined to portions of Management Areas 7,13,15, and 17 Cut unrt sizes will generally 
vary beiween one haw end one and a hail acres Experience has shown that intolerant hardwoods will generally 
successfully be regenerated on cut units greater than onehalf of an acre In cut units smaller than this size, 
intolerant tree species suifer from shade and over browsing by deer 

Modified shelterwood will be the primary silvicultural method to regenerate hardwood stands A low remaining 
basal area provides for regeneration of intolerant hardwoods, and softens the appearance for visual concerns 
Game species' benefits derived from moddied shelterwoods should be essentially the same as from clearcuts 

Letter 2281 

Response 

Timber management Is the only economically effective method of large scale habltat management in areas 
where fire is suppressed. Modern forestry practices do not permanently damage the forest or water quallty. I 
have observed clearcuts in the Jefferson National Forest which have not damaged nearby trout streams and 
have regenerated rapidly 

Forest management on this Forest is conducted in such away that soil and water resources are protected Visual 
concerns are addressed, and cutting unit size, shape. and distribution are carefully planned to improve habltais 
for game and non-game species that prefer early successional habltais Timber harvesting is usually the most 
economically efficient way to create this habiiat on this National Forest 

Letter 1546 In your desire to be objective you failed to make any sort of value judgments or comparison of techniques For 
example, the document failed to explain what shelterwood harvesting was, or evaluate the pros and Cons of 
shelterwood harvest against clearcutting Why would shellerwood harvesting be preferable to clearcuning and 
vice versa? under what circumstances? We would like to know the bonom line about why you have chosen Alt 
8 We might better understand your choices d we knew the pressures, circumstances. and laws or regulations 
which helped shape those choices 
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Letter 2823 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Timber harvesting is the most economically efficient and widely used method for maintalning healthy forest 
stands and is a valuable technique for creating andlor maintaining wiidlde habitat A major conslderation in 
determining the appropriate timber harvesting for optimum wildlde benefit should be the capability of the 
harvest technique to regenerate the oaWhlckory forest type presently found on the Forest (habitat beneficial to 
many game and non-game wildlrfe species). The Draft Plan s h k  even-aged management methods from 
clearcutting to sheiterwood harvesting, while at the same time signlflcantiy increasing the amount of uneven- 
aged management using group selection harvesting We feel that the Forest should reconsider this shdt In 
direction in light of the need for reliable regeneration of oaks, development of desirable wildllfe habitat, and 
economics. 

The specdic silvicultural techniques used in timber management should be determined by their effectiveness 
in meeting the identffled habltet or biological objectives and n d  based on prsdetermlned quotas. 

An arbitrary reductlon in clearcutting may not be consistent wlth the philosophy of the Draft Plan to manage for 
the biological resources of the Forest. Silvicuitural decisions should be based on habnaVbiologlcal objectives 

In conformance with the national ecosystem management policy. the Revised Plan l imb clearcutting to those 
slte-specific instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condition of the given management area 

As discussed in Appendn H of the Revised Plan, modlfied sheiterwood and seed tree regeneratlon harvest 
methods can be used to regenerate shade Intolerant oaks less effectwely than clearcutting, but shll at accept- 
able levels. 

Where a market exists for the different portions of a tree (including the topwood), utillzatlon of these different 
parts must be considered Most of the pulpwood harvested on the Forest comes from the harvest of low quallty 
mature stands and topwood from mature sawtimber trees Harvesting only sawtimber would not provide for 
adequate regeneration of oaks or provide desired wildllfe habitat 

Letter 3741 

Letter 4011 

Response 

We need to cut many mare trees for forest heaith improvement including many more clearouts. Clearcuts 
certainly beat fires for regeneration. 

Under Alt 8, you propose to burn 3Mx) ac of forest land a year while reducing the amount of land harvested 
by clearcutting signBcantly. Since clearcutting mimics many of effects of fire without the waste of fiber that 
llteraily goes up in smoke, would it not be advisable to continue to promote the positive effects of moderate 
disturbance through silvicuitural clearcuts as opposed to fire? Hardwoods have never demonstrated the same 
afflnlty for fire that the plne species have 

Prescribed fire lsthe most cost effective waytoachievecertain wildlde habitat objectives Most ofthisprescribed 
burning would be underburns and would generally be scheduled for lands unsuitable for timber productlon to 
supplement the wildllfe benefits from timber harvesting on lands suitable for timber productlon 

Letter 145 

Letter 293 

Letter 988 

Letter 13w 

Letter 1990 

Annual clearcut acres are reduced from 4,555 to only 300 This makes Akernative 8 one of the worst aiternatives 
with regard to cash-flow. Others are more efficient. The primary reason for the inefficiency of Alternative 8 is the 
virtual elimination of clearcutting, the most economical and cost-effective method of harvesting 

You can not develop any cash-flow by only halvesting 3w clearcut acres per year 

The budget on this ait is a blt high I would up the clearcutting to 603 ac or even 603 to focus the ASQ in a lesser 
road mileage - this would help wlth costs 

Aiternatlve 12 allows more acres to be clearcut which is the most economical and cost-effect~ve method of 
harvesting 

Today's method of clearcutting increases the productivlty and efficiency of forest growth and contributes to the 
national economy 
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Letter 2066 

Lener 2348 

Letter 2542 

Letter 2616 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 3831 

Response 

it would also be advisable to increase the area suitable to clearcute to 2,5w acres per year or more. This is the 
best harvest method for high growth portions of the forest. i i  c& leas and regenerates f&er when clearcute 
are used In the right places 

An. 12 promotes proper forest mgt. Clearcutting, especially with the below-cost lsaue, Is the moat eoonomlcally 
efflclent method of timber harvesting ills needed to regenerate high quality shadstolerant species. it creates 
vital habitat for suoh game animals 88 deer, turkey end bear. Also, it prepares stands forthe approaching gypsy 
moth. 

Clearcutting generally results in a greater present net value when oompared to the other regeneration methods 
and clearoutting may help preserve the oak component from loss to gypsy moth impacts which wlil be 
discussed below 

The prlmay reason for the Inefficiency of Alternative 8 1s the virtual elimination of clearcutting, the most 
economical and cost-effective method of harvesting. 

The best, most effiolent way to control cost 1s to clearcut. 

In conformance with the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan l imb clearcutting to those 
sitsspecdic instances where no other regeneratlon harvest mathod can aohieve the objectives or desired future 
condltlon of the given management area 

Removing a higher ratio of sawtimber on bener quallty sltes provides substantially more revenue at only asmall 
Increase In cost. Onentimes, regeneration harvest methods other than clearcutting yield a higher ratio of 
sawtimber More acres have to be harvested to achieve this, but It is possible. Adequate regeneration of high 
value species can be obtained without clearcutting 

There is no substantial ddferenoe in the amount of new system road construotlon needed for ddferent even-aged 
regeneration harvest methods. 

Your final Land Management Plan must include clearoutling emphasized where hardwood regeneration is 
desired 

Professional foresters have found that the hardwood species on the Forest can be regenerated by a number of 
regeneration harvest methods, Including clearcutting The Revised Plan identifies moddied sheitemood as the 
most commonly used regeneration harvest method, but the final selection of regeneration harvest method must 
be based on site-specdic analysis under the direction provided in the Revised Plan. 

Letter 3 

Letter 67 

Letter 2542 

Response 

Clear cutting might look ugly to some for a few years, but It is often the best method environmentally. 

For someone to use the argument that clearcutting has no aesthetic value is in the eye of the beholder. 
Clearcutting is not only productive but a must d we ever want to get the forest back to where It used to be. 

Special planning can reduce to a minimum any possible adverse visual impacts of clearcuning Clearcut areas 
can be shaped to conform wlth the topography 

Clearcutting does dramatically aker the appearance of an area immediately after harvest, but revegetation 
quickly alters that appearance Under the Revised Plan, the use of clearcutting is limlted to site specdic 
Instances where no other regeneration harvest method can aohleve the obiectives for the management area. 
These other methods may not be the best methods, howeverthey are adequate in aohieving the objectives and 
therefore will be used In place of clearcutting. 

Letter 3660 I would like to see the data supporting the statement that Forest vlsitors expect to see an unbroken canopy i 
want l o  see diverslty 
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Response 

Letter 53 

Letter 150 

Letter 730 

Response 

The Forest Service has reams of correspondence that demonstrate a public aversion to clearcutting 

I am highly disappointed that the draft Plan has only 300 acres per year set up for using the optimum system 
of regeneration 

Clearcutting is also a valuable tool in forest management To reduce the amount allowed based merely on 
public view and not on good forest management principles is poor forest management 

The selected an sugges1s that clearcutting will be viltually eliminated and will likely be employed only in 
response to substantial and acute stand deterioration, as 1s the case after a serious gypsy moth infestation. 
GNen even these extreme circumstances. only 300 ac. will be annually clearcut, an 86% reduction in the use 
of this resource mgt tool 

The Forest Service is moving away from the concept that the national forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource products This concept Is being replaced wlth the realization 
that the Forest must be managed scientifically to best achieve the goals, objectives and future condltions 
desired by the American people 

The key point is that we are not managing the Forest to maximize the mixture of uses, values, products and 
condltions that seem most appropriate to resource professionals instead, our resource professionals are 
employing new and innovative management practices to achieve the goals, objectives and desired future 
condition expressed by the public 

VEGETATION MANIPUIATION Alternate Regeneration Harvest Methods 

Letter 2665 Management Area 17 is defined by cutting method, even-aged management only 'SilvicuRural needs' cannot 
be determined from a perspective of forest ecology standpoint d It is pre-determined by area. 

Uneven-aged management will be practiced in portions of ManagementAreas7, i t ,  t3,15 and 17 The Revised 
Plan identdies crlteria for the location of where uneven-aged management oan be practiced. All other areas 
sultable for timber production will use even-aged management 

Response 

Letter 3939 Group selection requires gentle terrain and haul roads in place to be economical There is no information 
presented that shows there is enough roaded gentle terrain available to provide the 65,500 acres of sultable 
acres needed for group selection for the first decade in aiternatrve 8 It is doubtful that the Forest can even 
sustain an ASQ of 27 mmbflyear by placing emphasis on group selection as proposed In aiternatwe 8 

The Revised Plan identdies 11,330 acres that will be commmed to uneven-aged management These lands were 
carefully located by members of the ID Team and District representatives These lands are (t) on gentle terrain. 
(2) accessed by existing roads, and (3) in blocks of at least 100 acres 

Response 

Letter 3940 Plan Page 2-15, Paragraph 1 We understand that national direction is to reduce clearcutting However, 
clearcutting has a place in sound forest management and is a useful technique for regenerating shade intolerant 
tree species, such as oaks We would suppolt a moddied sheltemood regeneration harvest method to simulate 
the effects of clearcutting to meet habltat ObJectNes Speclfically, shekelwood harvests should remove all but 
15 to 30 sq ft of basal area. with several dominant or cedominant residual trees retained This method will 
resuk in one entry wlth the residual trees remaining in the regenerated stand 

Professional foresters have found that the hardwood species on the Forest can be regenerated by a number of 
regeneration harvest methods, Including clearcutting The Revised Pian identifies moddied sheitemood as the 
most commonly used regeneration harvest method, but the final selection of regeneration haNest method must 
be based on site-specrfic analysis under the direction provided In the Revised Plan 
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Letter 2898 The emphasis on the use of even-aged systems [other than clearcuts] In Alternative X6 Is posltlve. The James 
River District has made some effective appllcations of the sheltemood and moddied sheltemood systems 
Sheltemoods can be very effective In keeping the oak component In these averageslte stands. 

The increased application of the sheltemood and moddied shelterwood regeneration harvest methods is a 
good example of how Alternative 6 Is implementing the national ecosystem management policy. 

Response 

Letter 57 Cut only mature and poor (non-rotation) trees Do not cut good Immature trees which have a low value per unlt 
of volume (Not clearcutting or patch clearcutting sometimes called group selection by Forest Service). We do 
not need an unbroken canopy Openlngsfor regeneration are small and will blend wlth whole forest as in nature 
wlth natural mortality. windthrow, etc Scattered small openings adds to vertical diversity 

The described regeneration harvest method does not conform wlth any known regeneration harvest method 
that would permlt the successful regeneration of oaks and other shadelntolerant species 

Response 

LeUer 57 Your group selection should be defined and done properly. lt is not patch cutting Il depends on nature of trees 
C u t  

The Rewsed Pian idenMres areas where uneven-aged management can be praohced These areas are accessi- 
ble, gentle terrain where Inventory data can be gathered and management can be directed towards achieving 
volume regulation and monltorlng can be used to evaluate the impacts of such management 

Response 

Letter 57 Your xxx) acres of even-aged cutting per year would very soon catch up wlth the 6500 acres of uneven-aged 
cutting, about 3 years You are still working against the uneven-aged natural ecology of the forests on G.W 

The Revised Plan strives to utilke both even-aged and uneven-aged management to manipulate vegetation to 
meet economic and ecological needs Research does not supportlhe widespread use of uneven-aged manage 
mentfor large acreages of oak hickory forests where maintaining the oak-hickory component is a desired future 
candltion. Several alternatives in the FElS anaiyze the limlted use of uneven-aged management (refer to Table 

Response 

3-29). 

Letter 279 If the final plan DOES allow sale logging, a complete ban on all forms of clearcutting, and the use of selection 
mgt procedures which preserve the ecological structure of the affected areas [is suggested] 

As displayed inTable 3-23, Alternatives 9, t 0 , l l  and 13 InZhe FElS analyze a mixture of regeneration harvest 
methods other than clearcutting One of these alternatives will be selected to serve as the Revised Plan il It is 
ldenttfled as the alternativethat maximizes net public beneflts The Revised Plan strives to utilize both even and 
uneven-age managementto manipulatevegetation to meet economic and ecological needs. Research does not 
support the widespread use of uneven-age management for large acreages of oak-hickory forests where 
maintalnlng the oak-hickory component is a desired future condition Several alternatives in the FEiS analyze 
the limited use of uneven-age management. 

Response 

Letter 3660 Group Selection does not provide adequate habltat, nor does It provide Insurance of shade tolerant regenera- 
tion 

In response to public Input and new Forest Service policies, the Forest 1s reducing clearcutting, but Is retaining 
even-aged management as the dominant regeneration harvest method. The Draft Revised Plan identdied le88 
than a quarter of the timber hawest to be uneven-aged management. In the Revised Plan this percent was 
reduced to 2%. This was In response to better selection of areas where uneven-aged management is most 
practical, and In response to a lack of support for the system from professional wildlife biologlsts Uneven-aged 
management has been confinedto portlons ofManagementAreas7,t3,15, and 17. Cut unltsizes will generally 
vary between one haIf and one and a half acres Experience has shown that intolerant hardwoods will generally 
successfulty be regenerated on cut units greater than onehalf of an acre In cut unlts smaller than this size, 
intolerant tree specles suffer from shade and over browsing by deer 

Response 
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Modlfied shelterwood will be the primary silvicuitural method to regenerate hardwood stands. A low remaining 
basal area provides for regeneration of intolerant hardwoods. and softens the appearance for visual concerns. 
Game species' beneflts derwed from modified sheltemoods should be essentially the same as from clearculs. 

Letter 1081 

Letters 1094,1169 

Letter 1310 

Letter 1982 

Letter 3553 

Lelter 3709 

Letter 4001 

Response 

Shenetwood and seed tree cutting are mere variations on clearcutting: more truly selective harvesting should 
be researched. 

Clearcutting is greatly reduced In An 8 However, shelterwood and seed tree cuning are simply variations on 
clearcutting. Group seiection is a lmle better, but the plan should require Investigation of a truly srte-specfflc 
selectwe technique. 

Though you are be be commended for reducing clearcutting. shelterwood and seed tree cuning as proposed 
in AH. 8 are not much of an Improvement 

The plan should require investigation of a truly srte speclfic selecttve technique [for Umber management]. 

The plan should require Investigation of a truly srte speclfic selectwe technique or at the very least group 
selection 

What timber is cut should be selective wlth as low an impact on the area as possible. 

Where cutting Is done, lt should be done by single-tree or small group selection methods 

Anernative 8A allocates 11 ,OW acres l o  uneven-aged management in several management areas. Monitoring 
during the plan period will evaluate the surtabillty of uneven-aged management in achieving the desired future 
condrtlons of these areas The Revised Plan strives to use both even-aged and uneven-aged management to 
manipulate vegetation to meet economic and ecological needs. Research does not support the widespread use 
of uneven-aged management for large acreages of oak-hickory forests where maintaining the oak-hickory 
component is a desired future condrtion Several alternatives in the FEE analyzethe Iimted use of uneven-aged 
management 

Letter 2353 

Response 

The substantial reduction in clearcutting is laudable However, apparently clearcutting would largely be re- 
placed by 'seed tree' and 'shelterwood' cutting The prectical result is llttle dlfference in their undesirable 
ecological effects. The living forest and its multiple beneflts are essentially oblrterated for an extended period. 
the soil is further eroded and reduced In nutrients, promising young trees 15 to 2Q years old are completely cut 
down and discarded prth] 'group selection' and 'individual selection'lhe potential to maintain a living forest, 
haelthy. se&renewlng and diverse In character, is certainly available. Their use also implies that timber harvest 
will be substantialiy confined to sawtimber - not pulpwood 

Modlfled sheitemcod harvests, In particular, and shelterwood and seed tree harvests to a lesser degree, dlffer 
signlficantly from clearcutting in ecological effects in nerther is the living forest oblrterated. Soil erosion and 
nutrient depletion are minimal and do not impair productivlty of the land Small supressed trees, generally the 
seme age as the overstory, are cut10 providevigorous sprout reproduction in concert wlth advance reproduc- 
tion Uneven-aged management, which is provided for in the Revised Pian, provides all age classes In a stand 
by cutting In all diameter classes, not just sawtimber 

Letter 1292 Posrtively all forms of even-age management should be eliminated This Includes the creation of wildilfe 
clearings, shelteruood cuts and group selection (patch clearouts) 
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Letter 1314 

Letter 1454,2063,2701 

Require group selection rather than sheller and seed tree cmng  

The Forest should be managed using uneven-aged silvicultural methods 

Letter 1684 

Letter 2347 

Letter 2755 

Letter 3545 

Letter 3546 

Letter 3870 

Letter 4231 

Response 

Letter 2348 

Response 

Letter 2366 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 1615 

In order to further reduce clearcutting, timber mgl should require slte-specfflc selective cutting techniques. 

Timber should be harvested through seIactNe cutting that leaves intact the GW's natural Integriiy. 

Sheliemood and seed tree harvest methods are q u b  simllar to clearcutting. We would llke to w e  more true 
uneven age management Involving individual tree selection High grading should be avoided 

Selective cutting should become the predominant method of limber harvest. 

Reduce even-age cutting, Including clearcutting, sheiiemood and seed tree cutting. 

Selective management should be the only allowed form of logging in the QWNF and that should be restricted 
to areas withln one-half mile of existing roads 

Reduce clearcub volume. 'Sheliemood cutting' does soma damage as clearcut True selectlon management, 
where the ecological lntegrdy of the area is maintained, is missing from the forest & forest plan 

Aiternative 9 is considered In detail In the FEIS. k l imb regeneration harvest methods to individual tree and 
group selection k will be selected to serve as the Revised Plan B I! is identnled as the aiiernetlve that maximizes 
net public benefiis 

I would liketo amend Ail 12 by reducing the number of acres in group selection harvest. Group selections are 
another form of high grading They are short-sighted Has the USFS done any studies to the logging cOM 
involved In harvesting by group se le~on? What type of regeneration returns? 

The Forest is still evaluating regeneration results in group selection cuts Deer browsing intensity may be a 
signdicant factor affecting the success rate. Wlth proper sale design logging costs are similar to these occurring 
in even-aged systems 

The sheitemood method offers the following benefits. mast production, den potential, soil stabilization 

The Revised Plan utilizes a high percentage of sheiiemood and moddied sheiiemood harvest 

Sheliemood harvest methods will likely regenerate oaks, however, they ere more costly because they remove 
less timber and can require two or more entries to accomplish the same goal as a clearcut These addltional 
costs may make It more dlfficuii to do timber harvesting on the GWNF 

Shenerwood harvest will most often use only two entries and for moddied sheiiemood only one ently. Costs 
may be higher, but economic condltions alone cannot be the basis for the selection of a regeneration harvest 
method 

Group selection does one thlng well ~ It raises cost and decreases revenue. 

Slngle tree harvesting drives costs up end revenues down 

Cosis may be higher, but economic condltions alone cannot be the basis for the selection of a regeneration 
harvest method 

The Forest should be implementing 'New Perspective'type timbering and continuing to decrease emphasis on 
all even-age techniques, including shehemood 
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In conformance wlth the new national ecosystem management policy, the Revlsed Plan limits clearcutting to 
those slte-specdic Instances where no other regeneration harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired 
future condition of the given management area 

Responsa 

Letter 2660 

Response 

Small openings, le OS, will not provide oak reproduction 

Openings can range from 114 to 1 112 acres depending on surrounding tree heights and aspect. This size will 
allow enough sunligM In the opening. according to research, to provide for establishing oak regeneration. 

Letter 2660 

Response 

Frequent entries required by your Plan ceuse problems for wildlife and water resources Get in, get out, and 
leave It alone 

Even-aged management results In vely infrequent ently into a stand Even-aged management Is applicable to 
337,wO acres which is a slgndicant portion of the forest land being impacted by timber management 

Letter 96M) 

Response 

Letter 3710 

Response 

Response 

Study the cumulatNe impacts of muHiple stand entry to perform harvest You need to stay away from muniple 
entries 

Multiple stand entries are a feature of uneven-aged management As this system is implemented, the impacts 
will be observed 

NRDC remains concerned that large openings characterized as 'group selection' may, In realiiy, dltfer little from 
acknowledged clearcuts We urge forest managers to IimR the size of such openings to that appropriate on a 
slte-spectfic basis and to consult wlth locel conservationists extensively In the planning of timber sales to 
minimize negative impacts 

Group selection openings will rangefrom 114 to 1 112 acres As in all timber sale projects the final application 
of a regeneration harvest method on the ground is determined by she specdic analysis. The public has the 
opportunity to comment on projects during the scoping process 

The Plan proposes a drastic increase in the use of uneven-aged silvicukure in MA's 14, 15 and 16 Such a 
change will more rapidly convert the Forestto shade-tolerant vegetation Maintain, In as much as possible, the 
oaklhickoy forest type upon which many forms (game and nongame) of wlldltfe depend Such direction will 
maintain the Forest's essential character and ecological values wlthout major change. 

The Revised Plan limlts uneven-aged management to portions of Management Areas 7,11,13,15 and 17 for 
a total allocabon of 11 ,a00 acres. This amount will not threaten the maintenance of the oaklhlckory forest type 
on the forest 

Lener 3728 

Response 

We suggest the GWNF staff Investigate the current research applications of the 2-aged harvest cuning method 
presently being researched on the Fernow Experimental Forest In West Va. and assess IIS eppilcabillty for the 
GWNF WVDNR would strongk support a'moddied shenerwood', or other'2-aged deferred cur. or some other 
similar silvicultural method whereby residual trees are lefl in an otherwise clearcut treatment Such a culling 
method should include the following 2035 sq fl of basal area in residual trees: sawtimber-size residual trees 
wlth large crowns capable of producing optimum mast yields, preferred species of residual trees should be red 
oak, whlte oak, chestnut oak, black gum, ash, and hickoly A good mix of these 'durable' tree species should 
be lefl to ensure mast diverslty, to meet wildlde objectives, ell residual tree species lefl should be mast- 
producing 

The moddied sheiterwood proposed in the Revised Plan does accomplish the Hems identdled by the commenter 
except that the size of trees lo  be retained will not be merchantable sawtimber 
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Letter 3840 

Response 

Lener 3942 

Response 

Use existing roads for uneven-aged management 

The Revised Plan uses existing roads as one crlteria for locating where uneven-aged management may occur. 

What i see missing in the plan Is any indivldualiree selection. While we want to avoid hlghgrading, selectbe 
cuning can be an environmentally sound practicewith a minimal disturbance to wildllfe habitat and so11 quality. 
Consider Including Individual tree selection as e method of hervest, at least on an experlmenial basis. 

The Revised Plan does provide for using single tree selection (see appendix A) Actual application will depend 
on slte speciiic analysis during pr+l implementetm 

Lener 3942 

Response 

Standards 1012 and 1013 need to be changed 40 acres Is loo large for an even aged CU Please llmlt this to 
20 acres, wlth no exceptions 

The NFMA requires that even-aged openings cannot be larger than 40 acres In the Appalachian hardwood 
ecosystem. This 18 discussed in detail In the proms6 paper Imorpore&an of the NFMA RequKements for 
EvemAged Management Into the Renslon of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washing 
ton Nafional Forest. 

Management Areas 7,11,14,14,16 and 17 permlt even-aged management but have ddferlng standards on the 
size of openings The reader is referred to Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan. 

Lener 2838 

Response 

What Is a modified shelterwood harvest? You must define this term precisely. 

See the glossary In the FEIS. 

Letter 2664 

Response 

Lener 3984 

Response 

The WVTF Is opposed to the amount of group selection harvesting (600 acres per year) Based on economics, 
siMcultore appllcahons forthe forest species present and principles and practices of wildirfe management, the 
W F  believes that group selection IS nelther the most vlable management tool on the GWNF. nor the most 
beneficial long term. 

In the reformulation of alternative 8, the amount of group selection was reduced 

From Table 2-7, shelterwood and especially seed tree harvesting have the very Same eesthetic and biological 
effects as clearcuiilng, except that the former methods when properly administered make regeneration easier. 
I suggest you interpret the five years to siaR when the first stage of harvesting a sale area begins. 

The purpose of the lnltial cuts for seed tree and shelterwood Is to get adequate regeneration established, 
therefore i i  follows that the syaar period begins at that time. 
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Letter 145 

Response 

Wildlife popuiaitons will be neglected. impacted because of a poor age 01888 distribution over a high percent- 
age of the forest 

The distrlbution of well-balanced age classes provides the optimum habltat for many of the game species Whlie 
the Forest Setvice believes that providing habitat for these species remains important, they should not be 
emphasized on evety acre acro88 the entire Forest 

Analysis shows that mOBt of the game species benefit from a variety of hebaais, not just early succe88ional 
stages. Although only one-third of the Forest is suitable for timber produdion, this acreage Is interspersed with 
acres unsuitable for timber production in Management Areas 7, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17. Non-timber wildlife 
management practices (such as prescribed burning, creation of waterholes and creation of wildltie openings) 
will enhance habitat for game species in these and adjacent management areas 

Letter 146 

Response 

Letter 2204 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Letter 2M)6 

Leiker 2664 

Response 

Letter 36Ml 

Response 

Letter 57 

The standard in the draft plan calling for long quiet times between major prole& in MA 14 or 15 is a great 
improvement over the discredrted 1986 plan. 

The period between entries has now been addressed in the 'desired future' for Management Areas 14 and 15. 

Food available for game enlmals will decrease when population levels are at capacity levels. 

This statement is true for all alternatives developed 

A major concern is the epparent cessation of wildilfe clearing construction except on Area 16 lands. Many other 
ereas may allow the maintenance of existing clearings. but do not appear to allow further development of such 
sites Wildilfe clearings not only benefit wiidllfe, but they provide signdicant Viewing opportunities'. 

One of the stated objectives for Management Area 16 is'moistsoi1 management areas for woodcock'. There are 
only so many such suitable places in the Forest, and how many of them happen to fail within the meager Area 
167 Again I would suggest that this could be remedied by encouraging diversitywithin ell areas Wlthwoodcock 
numbers on the decline, habltat improvement should be a prlonty 

The Pian provides for additional woodcock habitat management in Management Areas 10 and 22. See Chapter 
3 of the Revised Pian 

Elimination of wiidllfe management for all recaptured species with the exception of naturally occurring disturb 
awes 

To increas dispersion of cutting units and enhance habitat suttability for wild turkeys, the VWTF recommends 
an increase in Standards 1005 and 1007 from five to (en chains separating evmaged regeneration cuts 

in attempting to respond to the below cod and toed building issues, the Revised Pian sirhres to increase 
dispersion whenever possible in Management Area 15 

I agree that recreation activfiies be limtted ti necessary d conflicis arise in MA's 14, 15, 8 16. 

Standards are provided in each management erea pertaining to wildilfe Over much of the Forest, open road 
densities ere limited. and many roads may be seasonally closed to minimize disturbance to wildilfe during the 
nesting and rearing season Refer lo Chapter 3 of the Revised Pian 

Disturbance happens in nature Some is good. Wildlife emphasis is a mixture, not a single practice for a single 
species on a given forest 
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Letter 986 

Letter 1370 

Letter 1971 

Letter 2oM) 

Letter 2227 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 1 I 

Letter 145 

Lener 1679 

Leiier 1858 

Ellmlnate wildlife mgi for all featured species. 

Eliminate wildine mgi. for all species wRh the excepilon of naturally occurring disturbances. 

Eilmlnale wildlife mgi for ail Yeatured species' whh the excepion of naturally occurring disturbances An 
ecosystem needs all forms of Me to sustain It, not just those that are attractive to humans. 

Habltat manipulation for 'featured species' should be h a b d  

Eliminate wildlife management for ail featured species with the exceptlon of naturally occurring disturbances 

Eliminate wildlife management for all featured species wkh the exception of naturally occurring disturbances 

The featured species concept has been dropped, but wlldlHe management (Including game management) is an 
integral part of the Revised Plan. Chapters 2 and 3 of ihe Revised Plan provtde a more deialled straiegy of 
wildllfe management on the Forest. 

By reducing even-age management to 300 acres, there Is little opportunity for vegetatrde manipulation for 
wildllfe 

Average annual harvestacreageforthefirstdecadeis2,6W acres.Thatls0.25 percent ofthetotal acreage Can 
habitat and biological diversty objeoiives be met with that level of harvest7 

The FS has been on the righi track for a number of years and the consideration of not cutting or clearcuiiing 
on 75% of the OW just downright doesn't make good sense I am opposed to the proposed revision of the mgi 
plan to the OW. Timbering provides an economical means to manipulate forest vegetation and provide an 
ongoing base of quality wildlife habitat. The elimination of forest product harvesting over 800,ooO acres of the 
forest almost certainly ensures that many species of forest wlldllfe will be nonexistent across most of the OW 

Ahernaitve 8 allows for 2,600 acres lo be harvested In the first ten years of the plan. How can this create or even 
maintain forest or habnat diversity? In order to maintain species and age class diversity, there needsto be some 
type of harvest 

Letters 2164,2941, 3670, 3587 
With Ak 8, an annual average harvest of 26w acres will not provide the vegetation manipulation necessary 
Clearcutting only 3w acres a year compoundsthe problem While being the most efficient method of harvest, 
clearcutting also provides the greatest beneflt to wildlde. How do you plan to maintain an oak component 
whhout clearcuttlng and wlthout controlling the gypsy moth? 

Your Pian cannct come close to meeting the habitat and biological divers@ needs of the Forest 

The resun you have come up wlth 1s a vast disappointment. You people have let the below cost timber sale Hem 
addle your minds. You have reduced tlmbering and clearcutting, which are the backbone to game and wildlife 
management. to almost nothing. 

By-in-large. biological diverstiy, and the demand for game can be met The Forest has reduced the amount of 
lands sultabie for timber production from the 1986 Plan, but has not appreciably reduced the amount of lands 
on whlch a variety of management practlces can occur Even on most of the unsultable timber lands, other 
management aotivdies may take place. The expanded wildllfe management program provides habltat manlpu- 
latlon In areas where timber qualtiy is poor, where there are weak markets for such produots. andlor In remote 
areas where associated roedlng costs are extremely high. These condltions exist in many portions of the forest, 
and designating such areas as unsultable for timber production help avoid below cost timber sales Overall 
habnat management increases, as compared to Allernatlve 2, and estimates made for game species' popula- 
tions do not show declines. 

In conformance wlth the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Pian iimlts clearcutting to those 
sdbspeclfic Instances where no other regenerailon harvest method can achieve the objectives or desired future 
condition of the given management area Mher even-aged regenerailon harvest methods can adequately 
provide sufficient oak regeneration 

Letter 5660 

Letter 3876 

Response 
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Manegementfor wildlife is not excluded inthe Revised Plan Management Areas 14,15,16 andPere managed 
primarily to achieve wildlife objectives 

A more complete discussion on biological dwerslty and game management is presented in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 1 - BIODNERSW and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT (under the 
subheading of 'Featured Species). 

As discuss in Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 11 - QYPSY MOTH', siivlcunural practices cannot 
control gypsy moth populations 

LMer 2929 

Response 

The Forest Plan should budget for 1 ,000 acres per year for vegetatwe manipulation to beneflt wildlrfe 

The Forest estimates that about 3,oOa a c r e s  of wildlife h a b w  improvement will be accomplished each year 
There will be a mixture of habltat management actwlties to beneflt sensitive, threatened and endangered 
species, non-game species, and game species 

Letter 2666 

Response 

Bear habltst (Management Area 14) should be relatwely undisturbed since bear need remote. undisturbed 
habitat There should be no timber cutting in bear habltat 

Standards restrict open road denslties to provide habitat that is free from continual disturbance. Timber cutting, 
as allowed in this management area, is restricted to achieve long rotation ages and minimize localized 
disturbances Revegetated cut u n b  provide dense hiding cover and spring foraging areas. 

Letter 2755 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Since bear need remote, undisturbed habkat, we would like to see ail of Management Area 14 designated as 
unsuitable for timber All cutting in Management Area 14 should be done for wildltfe purposes only Clearcuts 
for bear should be no iargerthan 10 acres 

MA 14. [Standards] 540550 No commercial timber operatlons should be allowed in this Management Area 
because bears need undisturbed areas These standards should be deleted 

Bears do inhablf areas where timber hawesting occurs, but they usually avoid the immediate area during 
cutting Having portions of Management Area 14 classdied as sulteble for timber production helps to achieve 
the desired future condltion Having cut u n b  larger than 10 acres provides for larger patches of hiding cover 
Larger areas provide more springtime feeding areas, in which case bears may not need to move from area to 
area as much. Wth long rotation ages, and open road densty guidelines prescribed for Management Area 14, 
quallty bear habitat can be maintained 

Letter 2029 

Response 

Letter 2929 

In respect to trails and motorized actwnies and MA 15, in Anematbe 8 nearly 300,000 acres are designated for 
MA 15. That amount of acreage to encourage 'oldef areas must be viewed as posltive for the biology of the 
Forest However, d I read It correctly. there could be as many as MI0 miles of open roads In that acreage. It is 
good that public vehicle access will be curtailed from April 15 through July, the season when enough energy 
is available for supporting the costly processes associated wlfh reproduction and raising of young. The point, 
n is good that certain species, both game and nongame, are not being further stressed by motorized activlty 
during reproduction, but it is the remainder of the year-the cold season-that is actually the most stressful. We 
are not doing them favors by not curtailing human activities in the cold season Or the fall when they are 
preparing forthe cold seasons Or in late-winterbarly spring when thosethat survived are fattening back up and 
preparing for reproduction These comments about reproduotlve straiegies and the season of greatest streas 
apply to all MAS, and should be taken into account whenever 'forest multi-user activities' and the biology of the 
Forest am considered. 

Standards provide for restrictive motor vehicle access in Management Area 15 Seasonal closures were based 
on the recommendations of state wildlife agencies. 

Ail timber sales on lands in Management Area #I5 should be driven by biological considerations, not the 
economics of timber marketing All sales should be laid out and approved by wildltfe biologists for specific 
wildltfe beneflts 
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Response Timber sales in Management Area 15 are used to achieve the desired future oondltion of that area. Specific 
standards ensure that all management activlties are contributing to, or at least compatible with the objectives 
of this area. Site speclfic implementation decisions are made through the NEPA process, which are open to 
public input and participation In addltion, yearly monltoring is used to determine d the actions, or sari88 of 
adons wiihin this area are truv achieving the desired future conditions 

Letter 3779 MAIB. 'Recreation experiences compatible wkh a semi-primltwe motorized 'What Is 'mctorized recreation' 
doing at all in this small area9 p. 2-1 13 

Management Area 16 includes some lands that are classlfied as semi-primltne motorized recreation opportunity 
spectrum. The Revised Plan adopts the classdication of semi-primltive motorized (subclass I) for these lands. 

Response 

Letter 1269 I have reviewed An 8 I am appalled to discover that only 25% of the forest land will be available for timber mgi. 
Less than 5% of forest land can be managed as early successional habltat. Under the proposed scenario I 
believe the ruffed grouse is In grave danger of becoming extinot in the GWNF. I am in favor of clearcutting and 
thinning! I am very distraught that the entire Lmle River area In Augusta County is on-limlts to any timber mgi 

Under the guidelines of Alternative 8, much of the progress rhatthe USFS and the VA Dept. of Game and Inland 
Fisheries has made ovar the years will be erased This alternative greatly restrich the number of acres to be 
managed for 1) the enhancement of deer and grouse and 2) the acres managed in old limber with isolated 
disturbance for the beneflt cf bear, grey squirrel and pileated woodpeckers 

Akernative 8A does not erase the wildlife habltat management activlties of the past it is true that the Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries ("DOIF) is abandoning much of the wildlife openings that have 
developed over the decades, due to budget and employment constraints. This is a state agency decision that 
Is taking place regardless of the alternabve selected. 

The Revised Plan actually more than triples the annual acreage of habltat management to be performed by the 
Forest Service. This habitat management will be done to beneflt sensltive, threatened, endangered and sensi- 
tiva species, non-game, and gama species. 

The Revised Plan does not maximize the potential value for elther early successional or late successional 
habltats. lt recognizes the value of both, somewhat conflicting needs, wlthin a large forested area and provides 
for both habitats To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Pian's limlts is nelther biologically 
necessary, nor economically efficient 

Estimated whlle-tailed deer carrying capaclty is not reduced Currently, in some areas of the Forest, deer are 
inhiblting regeneration of preferred timber species Other concerns include the development of a pronounced 
browse line which can be detrimental to many bird species that feed and nest In the understory, and that some 
rare plant species are preferred as deer food Forested areas that contain high deer populations, overtime, may 
loose soma of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trends of National Forest 
hunting stamp sales) shows avery slow decline in the numbers of hunters. Based on past sales declines, a slight 
annual decline is predictedthroughoutthe next decade Increasing the deer herd, therefore, Is not a long term 
goal of the Revised Plan 

Population estlmates were not made for the ruffed grouse, another species that prefers young forest areas, but 
there is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habltat l o  maintain this species throughout the 
Forest Some alternatives probably do provide for a higher habltat carrying capacity for this species and thus 
a higher hunting success rate Grouse hunting accounts for approximately five percent of the hunting days on 
this Forest In light of a below cost timber program, It is economically hardto justify an increased timber program 
to increase ruffed grouse hunting success rates 

The amount of habltat for bear, pileated woodpecker, and gray squirrel are increased In relation to Aiternative 
12, and an estimate of carrying capacity for bear (and wild turkey) shows that these species' population levels 
are higher in Aiternative 8A in comparison to Aiternative 12 

Early successional habltat in the Revised Plan is provided in adequate amounts and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habltat will be found throughout the Forest 

LBtler 3822 

Response 
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Letter 1854 

Response 

Letter 2029 

Response 

Letter 2275 

Response 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan provides for the wide variety of wildllfe species inhablting the 
Forest is provided in Chapter 2, 'ISSUE 1. BlODlVERSlTT and in 'ISSUE 8. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT' 
(under the subheading of 'Featured Species? Chapter 3 provides detalled descriptions of desired future 
condnions of the forest as they pertain to wildltfe 

Anernalive 12 includes nearly 115,OOO acres of land in Management Area 14 with other trees, stc , for animals 
requiring them like the black bear, gray squirrel and pileated woodpecker Anemalive 12 also has almod5tlmes 
the number of acres managed for whlte-tailed deer and ruffed grouse than does Aiternative 8 

Many management areas provide similar habitats lt is not blologically accurate to make a simple acreage 
comparison of one management area of one allernalive l o  another alternative Take black bear and pileated 
woodpecker for example. Many other areas in addltion to Management Area 14 contribute to black bear and 
pileated woodpecker habltat and include, but are not limned to, Management Areas 4,6,8,9,15,18, and 21. 
Eatimated habltat carrying capacities were made for all akernatwes, and Aiternativa 8A had a higher habitat 
carrying capacity for black bear and wild turkey than in Aiternatwe 12. Alternative 12 had a higher carrying 
capacity for whltelarled deer. As Alternative 12 is currenth, mapped, many area io be managed for deer and 
grouse would contribute substantially to below-cost timber sales due to high roading coB18, low value of the 
timber, and weak markets for such produds in some areas of the Forest. Aiternative 8A projects the carrying 
capacity for deer to remain at current levels There are biological concerns in relationto increasing the deer herd 
on the forest and include increased regeneration problems due to increased browsing, the development of a 
pronounced browse line which can be detrimental to several bird species that feed and nest in the understory. 
Some species of rere plants are favorne deer foods, and carrying a large deer population over a long period 
of time, may cause the local extirpation of these species. 

Emphasizing management to maintain or enhance habitat with older trees. If there Is to be management for 
gamespeclesasthereisexceptinasmaiifractionoftheForest,MA14mustbeencouraged ltmostapproaches 
the kind of situation that not only beneftb the bear, but forest species in general On the other hand, the harvest 
methods to achieve wlldlde oblectives, regeneration openings, permanent wildlife openings (up to2500 acres), 
water holes, herbicide use, roads and other perturbing factors indicate that a few forest edge and open fore& 
species other than the bear are given high consideration in MA 14 Except for increasing levels of cutting, 
clearing, roading and associated faotors, It is dlfficuitto separate MAS 14, 15 and 16 

Given the management requirements for black bear, most of the best habltat for this species is in the more 
remote areas of the Forest which lie wlthin roadless areas Many of the anernatives. including 8, BA, 9, 10, 11 
and 13, provide a muture of habitats that will be very beneficial to black bear. il is not possible, however, to 
manage for black bear everywhere on the Forest 

[Aiternative 121 would enhance the habnat for wildlife 

This can be said for most of the alternatives, as each alternative provides a different mixture of wildlife habitats. 

Letter 1253 

Response 

The Draft Plan fails to provide adequate wildllfe habitat due to reduced age class distribution 

The Revised Plan provides adequate habltats for both game and non-game species Populations of game 
species remain high, great care is given to the management of sensnive, threatened and endangered species, 
and non-game species are provided for The plan provides for awide range of habitats from early successional 
to old growth, in amounts that adequately provide for all wildlife species inhablting the Forest 

Letter 2056 

Response 

Encourage wildllfe management for all species and not just game species 

The Revised Pian carefully blends several management areas to achieve a balanced approach to the many 
facets of wildlife management Refer to Chapters 2 and 3 of the Revised Pian for more detailed discussions on 
how senedive, threatened and endangered species, non-game species, and game species are managed 
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Letter 2320 

Letter 2320 

Letter 3595 

Response 

I thlnk Anernatbe 8 is a move awayfrom proper game management Hunting wlll suffer greatly under Alternative 
8 direoiion. No soft mast and browse means reduced habitat for our game. Less clewcutting means less edge 
effect Less road building means more areas unavailable to hunters 

I like 12 because clearcut acres are increased to 29(M acres. 80% ofthe Forest will be managed to emphasize 
wildllfe specles. 

Alternative 8 is a move away from proper game management No son mast and browse means reduced habltat 
for game Less clearoutling means less edge effect. Less roadbuilding means more areas unavailable to 
hunters. 

There is clear national policy that dire& Forests to reduce the amouni of clearcutting, so the increase to ZBW 
acres is in dlrect conflict with natlonal dlrectlon. 

Clearcutting is not the only way to manage wildlife. The Revised Pian provides many alternate methods for 
wildlife, Including timber manipulation Wildlife management can occur on thevast majority of the Forest Using 
timber management to enhance wildilfe habitat will be emphasized on almost half of the Forest. Research has 
shown that clearcutting does not provide a posltive benefit for soil nutrient availability, nor do clearcuts act as 
a barrier for wildfires The thick early succe88ionaI vegetation whlch existsfor a few decades following a clearcut 
provides cover for wildlife However, this can also be accomplished by other cutling methods and management 
techniques. such as prescribed burnlng, wlth equally good results. 

The Forest has reduced the amount of lands suitable for timber production from the 1986 Plan, but has not 
appreciably reduced the amount of lands on which avariety of management practices can occur. Even on most 
of the lands unsuitable for timber production, other management actbties may take place. The expanded 
wildlife management program provides habltat manipulation In areas where timber quality is poor, where there 
areweak marketsfor such products, andlor In remote areas where associated roading costs are extremely hlgh. 
These conditions exist in many portions of the Forest, and designating such are88 as unsuitable for timber 
produotion helps wold below cost timber sales Overall habltat management lncreasos, 88 compared to 
Alternative 2 (Interim Management), and estimates made for game species' populations do not show declines. 
Estimates were made for deer, bear, and turkey for each alternative. Akernative 8A produced more bear and 
turkey, while Alternative 12 produced more deer. 

Hunting, which will be monltored through the sales of National Forest stamps, is not predicted to drop as a result 
of implementing the Plan. Hunting has declined, and this Forest appears to be closely approximating national 
trends A slight annual decrease in hunting is predicled for the next decade 

Less road construction does not mean less areas are available for hunting Forest engineers estimate that there 
are approximately 17W miles of Forest Service administered roads. They also estimate that M)% of these roads 
are open all year or open seasonally for hunter access This does not include the numerous county and slate 
roads that traverse the Forest. This open road mileage facilitates easy access to the majority of the Forest 

Some areas remain roadless. The majority have perimeter roads. so even these areas are relatively accessible 
There is a demand for hunting areas away from roads, as well as demand for hunting areas that are easy i o  
access by motorized vehicles 

Letter 1437 

Response 

My greatest concern [about MA 141 is that you are recommending that the open road density increase lo one 
mile per thousand acres increasing open road density sets the stage for poaching. Please keep the open road 
density no higher than the current standard, 1/4 mile per thousand acres 

in Management Area 14 of the Revised Plan, the open road density does not change l o  1 mile per thousand 
acres but remains at 114 mile per thousand acres 

Letter 1437 

Response 

I would like to commend the draft plan for slating explicltly that 'Public motorized use is restricted to open 
system roads' in MA 14 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED. 
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Letter 1437 With respectto [Standard] 537 under MA 14, I object to the use of herbicide treatmentto keep wildlde clearings 
open 

Herbicide use to maintain wildlife openings in Management Area 14 Is not expected to be a irequent practice 
From a management perspective, this might be occassionally necessary to control an aggressive species such 
as fescue or black locust The use of herbicides will be in compliance with numerous standards. guides, end 
policies that strictly control pesticide use on National Forests 

ReSDOnse 

Letter 1437 [In MA 14, I would like to suggest] that all bear habitat be designated as unsultable for timber Commercial 
timber operations have no place in bear habltat since they cause continual disturbance 

Bear utilize a variety of habltats including recently harvested areas. These areas provide for a certain amount 
of spring foods that are less available in a continuous forested area Dense regeneration stands also provide 
important cover areas for bear. Also, regenerated harvest areas on the OW appear to be used frequently as 
denning sites (dense regeneration In combination wlth logging slash). Overall, the intensity of timber manage 
ment in Management 14 areas is low, as there IS a high proportion of unsultable lands mixed with the suttable 
lands, and standards and guides dictatethat only a small percent of the suitable can be harvested This all adds 
up to long rotehon ages and little overall disturbance to bears as a result of hmber harvesting 

Response 

Letter 1437 Ofthe 85,WO ac recommended to be managed as MA14 (bear habitat), half is suitable for commercial logging 
This seems too large, since bear need remote, undisturbed habitat 

In areas designated as suitable for timber [In MA 141, the clearing size Is 2025 ac Is there any evidence that 
such large clearings are needed for bear? Shenendoah National Park has the highest density of black beer in 
the U S  , and NO clearings are provided except for the small grassy areas along Skyline Drive I would like to 
suggest that the clearing size be reduced to 10-15 acres. 

Shenandoah National Park has no bear hunting season, which 1s probably the main reason why the Park has 
a higher bear density than the Forest The Park does not harvest timber, but due to the long linear nature of the 
Park, many If not most Park bears have ample opportunity to access timbered acres on adjacent lands It is a 
common occurrence for these bears to leave the Perk in search of new food sources, including timber harvest 
areas, orchards, and farms 

Bears utilize timbered areas during different times of the year, and for dtfferent purposes-food, cover, and for 
denning sites Sizes greater than 10 acres afford more opportundies for feeding in one area, provide larger 
blocks of cover, and larger dense areas for cover 

Letter 1437 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Response 

While some of the MA standards address grapevine control, others do not They gypsy moth does not eat grape 
leaves, making this species an important food source for a variety of birds and animals. The VWTF IS strongly 
opposed to any grapevine control on the GWNF The standards and guidelines should be amended to say, No 
grapevine control Is allowed anywhere on the Forest It is not cost-effeotive for timber management and is 
detrimental to wildlife management efforts 

Grapevine control for timber management is allowed in only Management Area 17, with guidelines that do not 
eliminate, but control the species in a particular cut unit Management Area 17 contains 9 % of the Forest The 
grape component appears to be increasing in many areas of the forest due to light gaps created by gypsy moth 
killed trees 

Letter 57 

Response 

Half of the timber cutting in wildlife emphasis areas is too arbitrary Do d where ecologically sound 

In the Revised Plan, changes were made to land allocations to better facilitate the benefits that timber harvesting 
have for improving wildlife habitats Consideration was given to improving economic efficiency, and to analyze 
current habitat capabilities, and spatial arrangements of management areas The Plan attempts to provide 
timber for industry. improve both game and non-game habitats, provide for a variety of recreational activities, 
protect watersheds. all within the framework of mamteinmg the Forest's biological values 
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Letter 3660 

Response 

All rotation ages are too long Need to cut them by 1520%. 

Adjustments were made in the rotation ages, and In general, they were lowered. This was made In conjunotion 
with Forest Service foresters and state wildilfe agency wildlde biologists Each management area containing 
sunable lands describes the appropriate rotation ages This information is provided in Chapter 3 of the Revised 
Plan 

Lener 2823 

Response 

Letter 2823 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 12M) 

Response 

An area of concern to our members is how wild grape arbors are handled In the standard and guides. We 
strongly recommend that provisions be incorporated to maintain and improve the dumps of wild grapes where 
found, regardless of Management Area These are extremely important to a wild variety of wildlde species. 

The Revised Plan allows for grapevine control to be practiced on a small portion of the Forest on a very 
restricted scale. 

Wildlife habnat improvement and maintenance is important in ail areas on the Forest We feel that in other 
Management Areas, (in addltionto Management Areas 14,15,16, and 17) there is aneedtooreate and maintain 
openings and waterholes for various species of wildlife We know that this cannot be done In the existing 
designated wilderness areas but should be permdied in all other areas to maintain viable wildlife populations 

Need to maintain and increase the number of waterholes for wildlife 

Provisions are now made in the Revised Plan, in general, to allow for the development of up to four water 
sources (water holes) per square mile, where free flowing water is lacking 

Timber should not be harvested in the name of game mgi 

Several of the developed alternatives provided no timberlgame management The Revised Plan recognizes the 
value that timber harvesting provides to producing early 6uccessionaI habltats that are generally beneficial to 
game, and many non-game species, and that there is a demonstrated demand for game species. Therefore, 
much of the proposed timber harvesting will improve habltatsfor such wildlife species This is particularly true 
for Management Areas 14. 15 and 16 Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan provides more details 

Letter 3660 

Response 

It is very important to close roads during young raising season 

Management areas 14 and 15 contain specific guidelines pertaining to open road denslties In order to minimize 
disturbance Seasonal road closures are also used to provide addltional freedom from disturbance during the 
nesting and rearing seasons. 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Response 

'Rotation of even-aged stands of 135+ years do not approximate a diverse. biologically interdependent healthy 
forest It is atree farm maintained attax payer expense for a few favored companles, and cannot be represented 
otherwise 

'Public motorized travel may be seasonally prohiblted' is not good enough because It may also not be 
prohiblted p 2.109 

How can motorized use be allowed at all? Keying lt to conflicts with indicator species is only a narrow view of 
potential impact on wildlife. p 2-110 

The ID team feels that this is appropriate for Management Area 15 
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Letter 3489 Any realistic environmental impact statement would show that the present proposed plan would resun in 
changing the character of the forest and the ios8 or reduction In valuable intolerant tree species so valuable to 
wildlife, reduction in intolerant species on the forest floor that provides f w d  for wildlife, reduction In the 
blodwersky that meets so many needs 

Disclosures for each ahnative, including the Plan, are provided in the FElS In Chapter 3 under VegelnIion.' Response 

Letter 3779 

Response 

Revised Pian MA 14. How much In hard numbers will 'Public vehicular access' be limned? p. 2-105 

Standards allow for 1/4 mile of open road per 1,WO acres. 

Letter 3779 

Response 

Letter 3779 

Response 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Response 

'Even aged timber harvest culling methods (le, clearcutting) are used with longer rotstions'to 'provide mosaic 
groupings of older and younger trees' This is definitely e very suspicious statement, probably written by a 
timber company executwe 

This was written by the Forest ID Team to describe one of the desired future condllions 

'Prescribed burning and timber harvesting are used to achieve wildide objectives' Which objectives? Certainb 
not for most species 

A variety of species may include maintaining fire regime dependent plant communities. 

(rut. 8 call for permanent 1 to 5 acre wildlife openings that may be created per every 160 acre aree on lands 
unsuitable for timber production, effectively breaking up large unfragmented tracts p, 2-107) 

What do 'prescribed openings' (1 to 5 acres11 60 acres) do for wildlife except increase deer and turkey habitat 
and threalen deep forest birds? Biodiversity and non-game species balance is not supporled by this activty. 
p. 2-1 1 I 

-10 to 15yeer cutting cycles' on lands suitable for timber production in this MA15 is a joke Why are we 
timbering at all if 'maintaining or increasing habltat for wildide' is e goal? p 2-111 

'10 to 12 acres per square mile are developed into grassed openings rf openings do not occur as adjacent 
farmlands or utility rights-of-way ' In the EIS, p 3138, Robin, et ai, 1989, are quoted as saying that unfragment- 
ed minimum acreages needed are 15 to 4W ecresfor some bird species found in the George Washington. Why 
is the FS sponsoring so many 'grassed openings' in addltion to the recreation roads, motorized trails, timber 
ronds and etc, and et0 7 

This applies to only certain management areas, and relates to the desired future condition of that area The 
Forest provides vast acreages of unaltered habltat 

Letter 3779 

Response 

Letter 3779 

ResDonse 

'Even aged management is the predominant sihricuiturei system used to meet wildlife requirements' seems to 
me a mutually incompatible statement p 2-114 

Use of even-aged management is appropriate to meet the desired future condition for Management Area 16. 

Need e commitment for closing excess roads, not that 'forest officers look for oppoilunities'. Not good enough 
p 2-110 

This standard was worded In recognition that there are locations within Management Areas 14 and 15 where 
the desired future condition of e minimal number of roads could not be achieved The intent was that Forest 
Service would do the best that could be accomDiished under the situation 
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Letter 3726 We have a small farm, which Is plagued with deer, therefore, we would like to aee a reduction in h4A14, wHh 
those areas shmed to areas 15 or 16. 

Reallocating lands from Management Area 14 to 15 and 16 will not necessarily cure your deer 'plague'. In 
theory. these areas could provide more food for deer, but also for a hlgher deer carrying capacity. ltcould resuit 
in even more deer ne* to your properly, and eventually more deer damage 

Response 

Letter 4268 Plan - EPA recommends that the acreage allotted to this management area [XI61 be restricted and any 
management activities should reflect a clear need for increased habM for early successional species. 

Management Area 16 encompasses only 4% of the Forest Management aotlvlties necessary to achleve the 
desired future conditions will be documented through the NEPA process 

Response 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION Malnlaln Currem Level of Timber CuUlng 

Letter 46 

Letters63,68,69,70,75,76,96,97,98,99,100,101,1M, 103,104,105,106,107,108,109,110,111,112,113,114,115,116,117, 

I urge you to remain consistent on the timber cutting as it is at present and not reduce cutting any furthei 

118,119, 120, 121,122,123,124,125,126,127,128,129,141 
I would llke to see the Forest Service's Management Plan maintain current levels 

For the sake of the cultural heaHh of our area and of our country the annual harvest and the acres classified as 
sultable for timber production should be kept at current levels 

Letter 71 

Letters 20,59,73, 184 
We must at least keep harvest levels and sultable acreage areas of the George Washington National Forest at 
current levels 

lt is important to keep harvest levels at least at current levels 

The Land Management Plan should at l e a  be maintained at current levels, any reductions would be a poor 
forest management choice 

The Authorrty believes that the current volume should be maintained 

Letter 131 

Letter 150 

Letter 744 

Letters 1888,1889,1906,1963,1964,1965,1966,1967,2106,2107,2108,2109,2110,2111,2112,2113,2114,2115,2116,2117,2118, 
2119,2120,2121,2122,2123,2124,2125,2126,2127,2128,2404,2405,2406,2407,2408,2409,2410,2411,2412,2413,2414,2415, 
2416,2417,2779,2780,2761,2782,2783,2784,2765,2786,2787,2788,2789,2790,2791,2792,2793,2794,3114,3115,3116,3117, 
31 18,3119,3~51,3152,3153,3154,3155,3156,3157,3158,3159,3160,3161,3162,3163,3164,3165,3186,3167,3168,3169,3170, 
3171.3172,3173,3174,3175,3176,3177,3178,3179,3180,3181,3182,3183,3184,3165,4076,4077,4078,4079,4080,4081,4082 

We feel that because of the economic condition that exisis that every effort be made to continue timber harvest 
amounts at current levels 

Lettan 19% 1954,1955,1956,1957,1958, 1959,2067,2068,2768,3058,3146 
Maintam the current level of amber harvest at 35 million board feet annually This provides needed siabiirty and 
securrty forthose involved in timber harvest and related occupations it also benefltsthe N.F. through harvesting 
the mature timber, allowing the smaller timber to prosper and providing food and cover for wildlife needs. 

The current level of timber harvesting should be maintained Maintaining current levels of timber harvesting 
helps to maintain a continuing food supply and cover for wildlife Harvesting the mature trees helps to eliminate 
the diseases which occur in older trees and allows more growth of young trees 

Alternative 2 was considered in detail in the FEiS it continues present management of the Forest as amended 
in the Forest Plan with the additional interim direction set forth by the Chief Aiternatlve 2 could be selected to 
serve as the Revised Forest Plan d it is identified as the aiternative that maximizes net public beneflte 

Letter 3927 

Response 
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Letter 282 

Response 

I am opposed to the recent decision by the U S. Forest Service to greatly limit tlmber management. 

Akernatives 2.4,5,7 and 12 offer higher allowable sele quantlties than the Forest Service preferred alternative 
One of these akernatives will be selected to serve as the Revised Forest Plan If It is identtfied as the anernatbe 
that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 3953 We are not opposed to timber cutting We recognize the economic impact and support reasonable logging 
slmllar io past volume 

The Revised Plan provides a reasonable amount of timber harvest Response 

Letter 1661 

Letter 3640 

Response 

I would not went a plan that would increase cutting 

I oppose Increasing logging operations 

The Forest Service preferred alternative has a lower amount of timber harvest than the 1986 Plan. 
~~ ~~ 

Letter 3895 

Response 

Don't increaSe the timber volume in 8 

Akernatrve 8 retains an allowable sale quantriy of 270 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 27 MMBFJ The 
Forest Service preferred alternative in the FElS (Akernative 8A) has an ASQ of 330 MMBF (or an average annual 
offer of 33 MMBFJ 

VEGETATION MANIPUIATION. Reduce Level of Tlmber Cutting 

Letter 10 

Letter 2471 

Letter 3687 

I am in support of the reduction in amount of timber to be sold 

Severely limlt the timber harvest 

Keep the timber harvest at the suggested amount in Alternative 8 Congressman Olin has urged increaslng the 
board-feetto 40 milliordyr, but you should stay wlth what your biologists have assessed would be asustainable 
harvest, which is below 30 million 

Increased logging and road building not only kill the natural beauty of the area, but also the wildltfe and 
furthermore my business in and near the forest areas 

We need to act immediately to reduce the amount of timber harvest 

I fully support the reduction in timber cutting 

Alternatives 3,6,8, SA, 9, 10, 11 and 13 in the FEIS analyze e lower timber offer program then the 1986 Plan 
as amended. One of these alternatives will be selected to serve as the Revised Plan d it is identified 88 the 
alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 3721 

Letter 4029 

Letter 4234 

Response 

Letter 55 Increased timbering plans are well beyond limlts already established Wlth the construction of new houses 
down, there Is not a real need for having so much wood cut 

Only alternatives 4, 5, 7, and 12 in the FElS analyzed higher timber levels than the current Forest Plan as 
amended All other alternatives analyze lower timber offer levels While market demand is considered in 
determining timber harvest levels, amenlty and environmental values are also considered. Timber offer must be 
based on long-term sustained yield and not as a response io short-term fluctuations in the market place 

Response 
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Letter 279 Suggest NO ASQ for timber products or lands sultable for timber production Timber harvesting Is limited to 
providing fualwood and other misc products for tradltional personal use. and achieving safety objectives such 
as the removal of hazard trees 

These ideas are expressed In akernatwe 6 ofthe FEE Akernatlve 6 will be selected to SBNB asthe revised forest 
plan if it is ldentdied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefm. 

Response 

Letter 9B6 

Response 

Plan should eliminate logging on the GW (loo much has been logged alreadyl) 

Alternative 3 was considered in detail in the FEE k does not allow any logging k will be selected l o  serve as 
the Revised Plan if It is identlfied as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

Letter 1072 

Response 

Too much timber harvest Is called for In Ak 8 Your goal should be reduced by at least 50% 

Alternatives 9, 10, 1 1 and 13 analyze the effects of a lower timber harvest level than Akernative 8 One of those 
alternatives will be selected to serve as the Revised Plan If It is identlfied as the alternative that maximizes net 
public benefm 

Letter 1078 Excess timber culting Is destroying our remaining forest throughout the Unlted States Ail timber harvests should 
be limited to wlthin one-half mile from an existing road Timber management should also reduce the amount of 
pulpwood cut from George Washington National Forest 

The amount of wood cut for pulpwood must be greatly decreased 

US Forests have recovered substantially from their low point at the turn of the century In response to forest and 
conservation policy choices and Improvemenis in technology The rate of tree growth in 1900 was a fraction of 
the rate of harvest Today timber growth greatly exceeds limber harvest Alternatives 11 and 13 have been 
formulated to analyze the effects of limiting limber harvests to w&hin 1/2 mile of an existing road Pulpwood is 
harvested in conjunction with sawtimber to achieve the necessary silvicultural treatment to assure adequate 
siand regeneration to desirable species Pulpwood Is also harvested from low quallty or mature stands in order 
to provide vegetation manipulation to meet desired future condltions. 

Letter 1149 

Response 

Letter 12M) Timber cutting is appropriate In the GWNF for certain purposes. I e ,  l o  control gypsy moth damage and to 
harvest limlted amounis of timber in an environmentally sensltwe manner 

Alternative 8A portrays the commenter's concerns. Response 

Letter 1275 Only about 5% of the State'swood products needs come from National Forests Virtually all those needs are met 
by the private sector, as they should be. The GWNF should serve as a biological preserve It should not be 
converted into a free farm to be exploited by the timber industry. There should be no commercial logging 
permitted. Only about 3% of the GWNF exists as designated wilderness while virtually all other lands are being 
'mined' by loggers 

I feel very strongly that there should be no timber harvest in the GWNF k is only a small percentage of VA's 
timber base, probably less than five percent, not enough to be of much commercial value but with tremendous 
recreational, watershed. wlldllfe values and an opportunlty to maintain biological diverslty, opportunlties and 
values that are in short supply in this part of the country. 

Timber cutting should be eliminated 

I am totally against allowing lumber companies to cut down the trees of our national forest There is no benefit 
to the public in allowing them to cut, actually It COSTS us money and the State of VA cannot afford that 

Timber cutting is not needed to maintain living standards except for the timber industry Hsen Logging opera- 
tions should not be permwed in GWNF. 

Letter 1310 

Letter 1313 

Letter 1552 

Letter 1842 

1-335 Reduce Level of n m h r  Cunlng 
VEGETATION MANIPULATION 



Mers 2606,2902 
Elimination of, or moratorium on Umber halvesting. 

M e r  2809 

Letter 2942 

Letter 3490 

Letler 3490 

Response 

Letter 501 

Letter 1434 

Letter 3703 

Letter 3675 

Response 

Letter 2345 

Response 

I don’t want to see ANY logging In the QWNF, no salvage sales either. 

Eliminate or begin to phase out ail logging on the QW. 

I like my forem unlumbered 

Specifically, I would like to know considerably less Umber halvesting is belng done. 

Alternative 3 1s considered in detail in the FElS ii does not allow any logging. ii will be selected to serve as the 
Revised Forest Pian d rt is ldentdied as the alternative that maximizes net public bondlts 

To keep what amounts to only three percent ofthe forest out of the logging and mineral lndustrles and A N  and 
offroad vehlcle owners hands 1s unacceptable 

Minimize timber cutting to that whlch is necessary to maintain the forest and NOT for commercial profh 

Qud timber harvesting In the George Washington and work on preserving what remains for future generations 
to enjoy. 

I would like to see less land opened to Timber Harvesting. 

The identlfication of the alternative that maximizes net public beneftts requires a careful balancing of the 
opportunrties to provide dmerent uses. products. environmental conditions and public values in a manner that 
is sensiiive to negative effects on the environment, to Issues raised by the public, and to agency policies and 
priorities 

Dfferent Individuals, organizations, corporations and agencies place different relative weights on the lmpor- 
tance of providing dfferent uses. values, products and condltions This fact results in major disagreements over 
which alternative should be selected as the Revised Plan 

Alternatwe 0A was developed to respond to a wider array of uses, values, products and condiilons including 
amenlty values and environmental concerns Alternative 8A is also responsive to the emerging policy on 
ecosystem management 

Timbering must be eliminated, at least for several years, in the QWNF in order to allow rt time to recover Oak 
decline, dogwood blight and dying foliage on other trees are distress signals of the forest to which we must 
listen 

Disease and insect damage occurs naturally In the Forest environment, but becomes more prevalent as the 
forest grows older and trees have less resistance to their onslaught Harvesting a portion of the forest and 
providing for reproductton by natural means or planting, replaces old trees wth younger more healthy trees 

Letter 146 

Lener 2572 

Response 

The drafl plan calls for harvesting volume of 27 million board feet This 1s much more realistic than the 49 million 
board feet proposed for hsrvest In the dlscredted 1986 plan. 

Alternative 8 would allow a large increase in the volume of timber removed from the Forest 

Alternative 8 allows an annual harvest of 27 MMBF and interim management direction (Alternative 2) allows M 
more than 38 MMBF This is a substantial decrease The Forest Service preferred alternative in the FElS is 
Alternative SA The ASQ for this alternative is 330 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 33 MMBF) 
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Letter 2380 

Response 

Letter 2574 

Response 

w e  are In favor or] timber harvesting on no more than the 24% of the forest as proposed. 

The FEE contains three versions of Alternatlve 8 Alternatlvea SI, I 1  and 13 have respectlveiy the following 
amounts of land suliabie for timber production (in thousands of acres). 34% 280: 185 

The OW community and logging community do iMe to offaet the accew privileges they utilize 

The timber sale contract requires installation and maintenance of erosion control structures and revegetation of 
temporary roads bulk to log timber. Purchasers also pay a commensurate share of road maintenance for their 
use of system roads Many OW users provide maintenance and erosion control measures thru volunteer 
agreements on the trails they use 

Letter 2885 

Response 

I am opposed to the harvesting of timber in the George Washington Nahonal Forest except for fuel gathering 
by individuals. 

Anernsthe 6 is analyzed in dstali in the FEIS. k limits Umber harvest to fuelwood and other miscellaneous 
products it will be selected to serve as the Revised Plan ll it is idenidled as the alternative that maximizes net 
public bend& 

Letter zm 
ResDonse 

Far too muoh timber c m n g  is permfled Sustained yield requires long growing cycles. 

All alternatives in the FEIS meet the requirement of sustained yield. 

Letter 4250 

Response 

We are troubled by provisions allowing for virtually unrestricted logging throughout the forest under a variety 
of dmerent guises. the most pernicious of which is 'salvage'. 

The Revised Pian provides specfic iimlts on the locations for salvage 

Letter 3744 

Response 

No salvage sales in roadless or biological areas 

The formulation of Anernative 8A provides standards for limited removal of dead or dying trees from bloioglcai 
areas in Management Area 4 and removal of dead, dying or damaged trees from roadless areas wlthout any 
new road consiructlon in Management Areas 9 and 21 

Lener 3739 

Response 

No logging until the wilderness and biodlverslty potential@ has been thoroughly studied 

Wilderness has been thoroughly studied for many years. Biodiversdy will be continually studied for many years 
so we can understand more about our interactions with the forest Logging needs to continue so we can better 
understand the complex relationships involved with providing goods and services for the public from our 
forests. 

Letter 3984 

Response 

Wth regard to budgeted timber stand improvement, one way to convert from a pulp forest to a saw forest is to 
groom truly valuable straight trees. lt is implied in your public documents. and you don't seem to be living up 
to your goal Even your Drafl EIS admiis that 23,000 tons of sediment per year can be expected to be deposlted 
in streams as a result of the planned timber harvest, I sugwst that this is reason enough alone io cut back on 
the cut. 

The 23,000 tons of sediment annually is from natural background erosion that occurs regardless of man's 
actlvlties, plus all sediment resuning from ail other activilies, including timber halvest. Most sediment comes 
from existing roads, which are going to be used whether timber is harvested or not. 
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Letter 66 

Response 

Letter 95 

Response 

I am for more timber cutting on the National Forest 

Akernatlves 4, 5,7 and 12 in the FEE analyze higher timber productlon levels than the 1986 Plan as amended 
One of these akernatlves will be selected as the Revised Plan, f it Is ldentdied as the alternative that maximizes 
net public benefits 

The forest is a crop. We must manage rt 

The Revised Plan recognizes that timber production Is one of the mukiple use resources of the national forests 
and proposes a sustainable, evenflow of timber be provided as part of a variety of uses, values. products and 
conditions 

Letter 379 

Letter 384 

Letter 487 

Letter 756 

Letter 875 

Letter 878 

Letter 893 

Letter 4042 

Response 

The George Washington National Forest is capable of perpetually producing many times the amount of wood 
p roduh  suggested In Ahernatwe 12, while at the same time adequately providing for taking good care of 
wildlife. aesthetics, soils and all other uses 

A high level of t " e r  produchon from the GWNF, based on sound, soientdic forest management, is in the best 
interest of all the people. The George Washington National Forest is capable of perpetually producing many 
times the amount of wood products suggested in Alternative 12, while at the same time adequately providing 
for taking good care of wildlrfe, aesthetics, soils, and all other uses including wilderness 

I think timber harvest levels ought to increase dramatically to harvest older, less vigorous timber, mdigate 
mortalw loss, and move toward sustained yield of a younger, heakhier forest 

Using Ait 12 the GWNF IS capable of perpetually producing many tunes the amount of wood products 
suggested In AH 12, and of course, AR 8 

The GWNF is capable of perpetually producing many times the amount of wood products suggested in AH 12, 
while atthe same time adequately providing for taking good care of wildlife, aesthetics, soils, and all other uses 

The GWNF with sound. scientlfic forest management is capable of producing many times the wood products 
suggested in Alternative 12 also providing for all the other uses 

A high level of timber production from the GWNF, based on sound, scientdicforest mgt , Is in the best interest 
of all the people The GWNF Is capable of PERPETUALLY producing many times the amount of wood products 
suggested in AR 12. while at the same time adequately providing for taking good care of wildlfe, aesthetics. 
soils, and all other uses 

Since a high mortalw has occurred In recent years to the timber, more should be sold 

Based on historical use. the total annual out has never exceeded 50 MMBF on the Forest So while the Forest 
may be capable of producing more timber, there is lide point in doing so d the market place can't absorb It 

Letter 707 

Response 

Letter 1990 

Trees and wlldllfe are two of our country's most precious and renewable resources 

As required by law, trees and wildlife are renewable natural resources that are managed on national forest lands. 

k is essential that timber sdes should continue at least at the same level as in the past and prderably at a 
somewhat higher level During the past several months lumber prices have soared upward In the face of a 
recession because of perceived shortages of National Forest land timber sales One report In the Central 
Virginia region CWS a 35% increase in lumber prices since January 1. 1992, partly because of the negative 
impact of Forest Service policies on timber halvesting This Is neither good for the economy nor for the timber 
industry 
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Response Timber harvest levels are developed to provide long term sustained yield and do respond to the up and down 
swings of the sawtimber market A steady supply of timber would help to stabilize the prices 

Letter 2313 ' I f  you don? use rt ~ you lose rtl' when n comes to mature timber Your own statistics on growthhortairly will 
certainly bear this out Wrth a national debt In excess of three trillion dollars, how can we afford to continue to 
eliminate this resource from our economy - a renewable one at that1 

lt Is beyond the scope of the revision to cut the national debt Response 

Letters 1355, 1373 
A high level of timber production from the GWNF, based on sound, sclentnic forest mgt , 1s In the best Interest 
of ail the people The GWNF IS capable of perpetually producing many bmes the amount of wood products 
suggested in Ai l  12, whlle at the same time adequately providing for taking good care of wildlife. aesthetlcs, 
soils, and all other uses 

I am under the impression that NFs were supposed to supply Umber to the public If Alt 8 will cause so many 
jobs to be lost, then you are not supplying enough timber Consider cutting more timber like in Alt. 12 

The anticipated demand for GWNF timber is expected to increase from 38 MMEF in 1989 to 45 5 MMBF per year 
by 2000 Utilize the vast supply of timber to meet the increasing demand 

The net growth on the Forest is approximately XQ MMBF per year. Approximately 30% of this growth Is on land 
where no timber harvesting is possible. This leaves a net growth of approximately 140 MMBF on the rest of the 
Forest In Alternative 8, only 27 MMBF per year could be harvested This indlcates that 5 times the 27 MMEF 
amount could be cut and not adversely affect the abillty of the resource to sustain &elf lndefinltaly. Even d 50 
MMEF per year are cut, as in Alternative 12, the net growth exceeds harvest by a factor of 2 8 

lt is a gross mistake to curtail logging in the George Washington National Forest I support Alternative 12 

I feel wrth the increasing demand for wood products, the forest resource on the George Washington National 
Forest is being under utilized, I support Alternative 12. 

The GWNF is capable of producing, on a continuous basis, many times the amount of wood products as 
suggested in Alternative 12, while at the same time adequately providing for wiidllfe, aesthetics, soils, and ail 
other uses 

Alternative 8 fails to even approach capturing the biological potential of the forest in terms of wood products. 
lt barely recovers usable timber in an amount approximating the natural rate of death end decay 

Roanoke Times. 25 Mar 1992. According io government estimates, approximately 83 million board feet are lost 
every year to fire, disease, etc., and new growth amounts to about 337 million board feet per year lt is obvious 
that logging can proceed at many times the levels requested by the preservationists wlthout endangering the 
George Washingfon National Forest 

The Forest Service is moving away from the concept that the National Forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource products This concept is being replaced wrth the realization 
that National Forests must be managed scientifically to best achieve the goals, objectives and future condltions 
desired by the American people 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and wantawidervariety of uses, values, products and condrtions 
from the Forest than in the past Not evetyone agrees that the agency should provide for all of these needs and 
wants. The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced 
against the needs and values which are foregone wrth such development 

Alternative 12 provides a mixiure of goods and servlces based on the tradllionai concept of muniple use 
management. In particular, timber management, motorized recreation use and providing habltat for early 
successional wildlde species are emphasized more than In the Forest Service preferred alternative 

Letter 1808 

Letter 2542 

Letter 2542 

Letter 2562 

Letter 2577 

Lefler 2578 

Letter 3556 

Letter 3963 

Response 
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in the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the approprl- 
ate muture of uses, values, products and condltions in the aiternatrve to serve es the Revised Pian 

Letters 2334, 3684 
MA17 deslanates 24% of the forest 88 suitable for timber Drcductlon but oniv about 6% for actual Droduction 

Response 

Assuming i n  myear rotation. only 0 07% or one in 1403 acres would be harvested per year The remainder is 
wasted es a potential national assst We lose the wood, Ite contribution to our standard of living. a aource of 
community income, biodwersky, including much wiidltfe. and the chance lo improve product qualky through 
improved siivicuiturai methods At the very least, timber stand improvement and crop tree release should be 
practiced, along wlth appropriately sized and shaped cieercut8, to improve the quaiky of trees es a future 
resource High value timber should be harvested before lass to gywy moth and other devastation Reforestation 
remains a requirement 

The Forest Service is moving away from the concept that the naitonal farests need to be managed besed 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource products This concept is being replaced with the realization 
that national forests must be managed scientdically to best achievesthe goals. objectives and future conditions 
desired by the American people. 

Trees on lands unsultabie for timber production will not be harvested for wood products, howeverthis does not 
mean they are wasted or lost The forest cover created by those trees contributes to the Forest's scenic, 
recreation. wildlife and water resources Asufficientamount of timber production is being provided by the trees 
on sultable land Timber stand improvement, crop tree release will be practiced where appropriate on those 
sultable lands High value timber will be harvested before loss to gypsy moth on sultable lands Reforestation 
will occur following timber harvest 

Maintaining the biological diverslty on the Forest is a major goal of the Revised Plan. Biological diversky, or 
biodiversity, is the variety of ltfe and ts many processes in an area. Depending on scale it can be viewed es 
the maintenance, or possible loss, In the variety of genes, species, biological communities, or eMsystems or 
particular areas Timber harvesting is one of the most cost effective ways of creating early successional wlldltfe 
habdat 

Economic analysis indicates that timber stand improvement and crop tree release are not cost effective on most 
sites due to the long rotations over which the cost must be considered 

The Revised Pian provides for silvicultural practices in advance of gypsy moth infestations on lands suitable for 
timber production. 

Letter 2542 Cutting timber helps maintain species drversky in the overstory and understory and ddferent age classes. When 
cuttingtakes place, a mix of intolerant and tolerant species of all ages 1s maintained instead of a shift to the more 
shade tolerant species and a less broad mix of ages 

The Revised Plan incorporates these practices Response 

Letter 3963 The Recorder, quoting Daniel Deeds, 2t7 Mar 1992. 'The mortality rate is 90 million board feet,'What we don't 
cut just fails down and rob We should at least cut what dies.' 

Mortallty of 90 MMBF includes sudable and unsudable land, so cutting that amount on only sultable land could 
not be sustained Dead trees have a value in the ecosystem for decay organisms and nutrient recycling 

Response 

Letters 3752,2890 
I disagree wrih the cut back in timbering and ask that you revise the new pian prior to ks implementation to 
include more cutting in order to continue to enhance wildltfe habitat 

Alternative EA, the Forest Service preferred alternative in the FEE, has an allowable sale quantity of 330 MMBF, 
an increase over the 270 MMBF in Alternative 8. the Forest Service preferred aiternatwe in the DElS 

Response 
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Letter 14 In Alternative 12, the50 MMBFtlmber harvestvolumeistoo high. ii would even Increasethe timbervolume over 
the dlscredlted 1986 plan. It 1s more than 31% higher than the current tlmber harvesting. 

if the FS says timber demand Is 45 mmbf, then cut 45 mmbf, Period. 

The public submined a number of suggestions for modHylng Altemathre 12. Many of these suggestions were 
ekher contrary to the overall theme of Alternative 12 or were contradictory wrth one another. Adjustments were 
made In Alternative 12wherethesuggestlonsseemed consistentwiththeoverall themeof providing afull range 
of goods and services Including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range, and wildlife habRat and where 
rt allowed the Alternative to provide a more posdive response to the Issues 

Lowering the allowable sale quantity for Alternative 12 to 460 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 45 MMBF) 
provided a substantially better response to the 'Projected Net k e n u e '  displayed In Figure 2-4 of the DEIS. 
Therefore, Alternative 12 was reformulated wlth an allowable sale quantity of 450 MMBF 

Alternative 12 Is considered In detail In the FElS The Regional Forester will select lt BB the Revised Plan If It Is 
ldentdied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits. 

Leiter 36M) 

ResDonse 

Letter 3738 

Response 

We favor Ah 8. However, we would like to see more emphasis on reforestation especially In the case of 
clearcutting. 

Alternative EA has been ldentdied asthe Forest Service preferred alternative inthe FElS As displayed In Table 
3-29, Alternative 0A contains a larger reforestation program than Alternative 8 

In contormance wlth the national ecosystem management policy, the Revised Plan llmlts clearcutling to those 
sitespeclRo lnstancas where no other timber harvest method will achteve the objectives or desired future 
condition of the given management area 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION: Prescribed Burning 

Letter 1437 I also object to prescribed burning for silvicultural purposes Burning should be done only for wildlife habitat 
Improvement. 

Prescribed burning 1s a proven and useful tool for ste preparation for natural yellow pine regeneration lt I8 

certainly lees costly than artificial regeneration on low value yellow pine sltes. 
Response 

Letter 2664 The W F  Is concerned that the QWNF has placed too much emphasis on controlled burning as its primary 
wlldlde habltat Improvement tool without providing other proven options available. 1.e clearcuttlng. 

Burning Is an Inexpensivetoolto create a mosaic of habltais, and particularly quallty brood range. Lack of brood 
range is believed to be the limlhng habrtat factor for mld turkey on this Forest Olher methods, such as tlmber 
cutting and creating and maintaining small permanent openings are also used to ma te  a mosaic of habitats. 

Response 

Letter 2737 

Response 

I would like to see more use of controlled burning 

Alternatives generally offer an Increased burning level, primarily for vegetative manipulation. lt is anticipated 
that an annual program of approximately 3ooo acres will be authorized it is impracllcal to prescribe burn more 
of the Forest 

Letter 3665 

Response 

Value of controlled, prescribed burns will benefrt certain trees and native wildflowers and shrubs. 

The Forest Service recognizes that fire is a natural process in ecosystem functioning and prescribed fire Is an 
Important management tool for many plant and animal populations 
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Letter 3728 

Letter 4268 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Letter 3951 

Response 

We queaon the validriy of 3,Wa ac per year of burning w&hout site-specdic data showing that prescribed 
burning is the optimum method to reach mgmt objectives 

Plan. EPA recommends that In Management Area 9 (and other management areas, as applicable), prescribed 
burning be used only in cases where the communriylpopulation suNlvaI is fire-dependent All other manlpula- 
tions of habrtat by fire should be reviewed wlthln the context of landscape needs. 

Plan - Management Area 16 provides early successional habltat, €PA again recommands that prescribed 
burning be used for on) those specieslcommunnies whlch are fire dependent for their survival 

Burning IS an inexpensive (approx Wlaore) tool to create a mosaic of habttats Compared to other methods 
of treatment, It Is believed to be the most cost effectwe method of habltat improvement 

Prescribed Burning - I don't feel that enough is known about the effects of this in the Appalachian Mountains 
Use ltin bearoakareasandforsomespeciesof plantsandanimalswherefireisneededaspartof management 
Limn Its use to no more than 1,ooO acres per year One exception to the above would be slte preparation for 
regeneration of areas logged Would make a better stte for most pine planting and would Insure low stump 
sprouts (in clearcuts) where hardwoods are the target specles (d burned at the right time of year and hot 
enough). 

The burning program is aimed at speclfic target vegetatlon, as a resuil of an evaluation of methods available 
to establish those goals Recent gains have been made in studies as mentioned by the commenter on using 
burning to Improve hardwood regeneration The burning program on the Forest will likely exceed the com- 
menters request, but only as a result of careful past burn evaluation to assure that deslred objectives ere being 
met 

Letter 4219 

Response 

We suppottthe use of prescribed burning as avaluable managementtool to achieve spmlfic wildlde and safety 
objectives 

The Revised Forest Plan permlts the use of prescribed fire to achieve resource objectives in most management 
areas 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 3-133, paragraph5-A discussion ofthenegatlveeffects of controlled burnsisnecessary. (seechristmann) 
Contrast controlled burns wlth natural fire regime Why is shrubby understory referred to as 'unproductive"? A 
full discussion of this Intentional decrease in dlversriy is needed. What biological data were used to determine 
that there is a shortage of turkeys and grouse on the GW and that they have to be active) managed fop 
Documentation and discussion please. A full discussion of the wildltfe negatively impacted by controlled 
burning should be disclosed 

Brood range is believed to bethe limiting habltat factor for wild turkey on this Forest When improving brood 
range through controlled burning, reducing the overstory stem densiiy and cover of mountain laurel is a 
standard obpctiva of a burn In thls narrow sense. shrubby understory could be termed 'unproductive' 

Controlled burns on this Forest accomplish many things, such as improving turkey brood range Controlled fires 
are also used to rejuvenate one of the Forest's most reliable mast producers-bear oak This species stagnates 
at approximately 15 years of age and fire Is the most effective tool to retain this species NatNe yellow pines, 
generally occurring in lands unsultable for timber production, will also beneflt from controlled burns Their 
existence is due to the presence of periodic fire in the ecosystem, but now encroachment by scarlet oak, due 
to lack of fire, IS reducing their acreage Planned burns In pine forest types such as the table mountain pine, 
will help perpetuate this forest type 

From strictly a biological aspect, grouse and turkey would suwive in viable numbers throughout the Forest 
wtthout active habltat management One of the values of wildlife is for demand, whether It be for viewing or 
hunting or both (many game species are hunted only for afew weeks. and most of theyearthey are non-game) 
Turkey, grouse, squirrel, deer, end bear ail flt into this category All are popular wtth wildltfe viewers, and all 
$ 0 ~ 0  as popular game species Hunting Is considered an important use of this National Forest, and manage- 
ment to enhance habltats for these species is one of the wildltfe goals of the Revised Plan 
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RESOURCE SUSTAINABILIM: Ecosystem Management 

Letter 61 

Response 

Letter 77 

LeUer 293 

Letter 323 

Letter 382 

Letter 880 

Letter 973 

Letter 976 

Letter 11 53 

Letter 1 i ~ )  

Letter 1275 

Letter 1275 

Letter 1292 

Letter 1292 

Letter 1320 

Letter 1554 

Work to reduce deleterious logging. road building, and other human activBes which jeopardize wildllte, 
fisheries, water quality, and other natural values 

The new agency ecosystem management policy stresses that all management activnles will be applied In a 
manner that maintains resource sustainability The ID Team formulated Alternative BA to provide a mixture of 
muniple use beneflts within this framework 

I hope the George Washington National Forest will be managed for the heanh of the land and Its native 
creatures, not riddled by ORV and timber interests. 

Anernative #B seems to turn Its back on any practical management of the forest 

We urge you to reconsider the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan. It fails to protectthe forest from 
destruction and misuse it should be based upon forest ecology and ecosystem restoration. 

Alternative 8 supposedly emphasizes biological values Yet tt is simply preservationist management that will 
degrade biological dlversriy 

No benefttfwanyone, now orin thefuture, can bederived byallowingvaluable, maluretreesto remalnstanding 
to unimately deterlorme or succumb to disease and fall to regenerate 

Adopt as protective a stance as you possibly can regarding the irreplaceable natural resource you are charged 
to protect 

Putting the needs of hunters and fishermen over the proper management of an ecosystem is indeed, in our 
opinion, mismanagement 

The only truly 'new perspective' would be an ecological view, an ecosystem approach to forest mgt that 
incorporates the precepts of Conservation Biology & Island Biogeography The GWNF should be managed to 
serve as an ecological preserve. where the process of natural evolution may occur. It should be managed to 
restore ecosystems previously damaged by humans & to maximize native blodlverslty 

The recent finding of taxd from the yew tree is just another reminder of the need to protect entire areas of nature 

The GWNF should be managed according to biological imperatives 

Wildllfe should be understood to include all non-domesticated species of flora and fauna The term "wlldltfe' 
therefore must incorporate the concepts of Conservation Biology. it entails leaving the forest alone as much as 
posslble. And it requires large tracts of unfragmented wilderness open only to non-consumptive users such as 
anglers, hikers and horse back nders The revised Plan should take an ecosystem approach to forest mgt, It 
should restore the features of the land to those of historical times. 

The Forest Service has no comprehensive species Inventory ll does, however, have elaborate plans for road 
building and timber removal These practices must cease. 

The GWNF should be managed according to the latest findings of unbiased sclence, in accordance wtth the 
principles of Conservation Biology and Island Biogeography The Forest Service must change from 'timber 
managers' to conscientious stewards of the land. 

Manage the Forestto maximize production of Its fish, birds, and wildllfe, watersheds, non-motorized recreatlon- 
al values. and to maximize the destruction timber cutting causes to those values 

I was stunned to hear that George Washlngton National Forest is being so environmentally abused What kind 
ofworldwill be left for me and my children when I grow up' Choose another form of management for our forest. 
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Letters1909. 1910,2~,2987,3187,3188,3189, 3190,3191,3192,3193, 3194,3195,3198,3197,3198, 3199, 3xx),3201,4092 
Alternative #8 1s both flawed and unacceptable Alternetwe #8 would continue to allow roadbuildlng, road 
reconstruction, and clearcuH6ng (Ihrough the wildlife management and salvage sale programs) In roadless 
areas. New roadbullding Is necessary Protectlon of watersheds and riparian areas should be maximized 
Alternatlve #8 protects zero acres Aiternative #8 continues to emphasize even-aged timbering which results 
in los~es of biological dlverslty of forest interior species and B X C O ~ ~ N B  siltation of streams and rivers. Wildlife 
management for game specles is accomplished by Increased clearcuming whlle sufficient populations of these 
specles already prolfieratetheforest. Alternative X8 will continue to cost taxpayers over a miillon dollars ayear 
In below-cost timber sales. 

Letter 1987 

Letter 2046 

Letter 2375 

Letter 2572 

Letter 2665 

Letter 2757 

Letter 2823 

Letter 2834 

Letter 2942 

Letter 3521 

Letter 3619 

Letter 3633 

Letter 3665 

Letter 3695 

Letter 3705 

Letter 3715 

Letter 3740 

Aii 8 proposes the encouragement of activities that would threaten these things so vltal to our future 

Increase proteotion for ourforestq less logging and more focus on what ecosystems requireto stay heaithy: less 
intrusion by humans. 

On behalf of this great planat of ours, I ask the U S Forest Service to manage the George Washington National 
Forest to maximize protection of fish, birds, and wildlde, watersheds: non-motorized recreational values: and 
minimize the destruction timber cutling causes to those values. 

The ecological perspeclive is totally absent from your preferred alternative. 

Alternative #8 is a deeply flawed and ecologically illlterate plan 

Believe that forest management policy should place far more emphasis upon the preservation of heaithy 
ecosystems than It does on matters perlainlng to commodlty output 

More of the GWNF should be available for wildltfe and timber resource work directed by sound forest and 
wildltfe management practices. Our Chapter believes that a matrix of vegetation covering the entire range of 
early to late succession species creates and maintains biological diversity, for both plants and wildltfe and a 
heaithy ecosystem. This cannot be accomplished by putting nearly half of the GWNF in a 'hands off mode of 
management, and declaring only 21 percent of the land area sultable for timber harvest (using harvest methods 
dictated by public opinion instead of silvicuiture and economics) and restricttng wildlde management work 

I am of the Impression that we, as a nation. set this land aside to preserve lt from exploitation. Let us destroy 
It as lmle as possible. 

Wlidltfe Management should be based on a return to what was In the forest prior to Western Culture's affects 

Manage our forest as an ecosystem 

This plan Ignores the importance of some of the most basic principles of ecology, and as a graduate student 
at W a  in Environmental Planning I realize how devastating It could be to the future of one of Virginia's most 
precious resources 

Manage all areas for efficient timber production and total environmental protection. 

Resource sustainabillty should be at the forefront of management of the George Washington National Forest 
and our statement on habitat supports this perspective of air. water, soil and sunlight requirements of plants 

Wildllfe- Ecosystem approaches is the only realisticway to understand and protectthe forests This would have 
wildllfe migration and habdat protected 

The landscape approach to addressing the ecological interconnectedness of the physical, biological and 
special relationships of the forest eco-systems must be more thoroughly explained 

Restoration ecology and biological integrlty is imperative to the future of the George Washington National 
Forest 

I am disturbed that the proposed plan puts at risk the very quallttes that make this NF land so valuable to the 
state of VA The value of this land is INTRINSIC, II does not depend upon harvesting of trees, building of roads, 
opening of access lo ANs and other intrusive modes of explodation to justify dself The use of A N  and other 
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Letter 3797 

Letter 3909 

Letter 3961 

Letter 3969 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3996 

Letter 4050 

Letter 4061 

Letter 4262 

Response 

vehicles In the NFs Is disturbing to so11 and wlldllfe, as well as humans who would like to enjoy a wilderness 
experience. The forest is a refuge FROM such mechanized inanky, both for humans 88 well as for wildlde The 
forest offere IRREPLACEABLE opportunities for education, both for specialized sclentrtic research and the 
general enrichment of citizens. The current policy of selling timber at below costto harvesters 1s economically 
absurd Most disheartenlng about the proposed policy Is that it fails to allow for slgndlcant protection of atreams 
from timber harvesting. 

Do anything that is possible to preserve the increasingly limlted are88 that are so crltical to an ecological 
balance. Let's do something right for a change and not be influenced by all the short-term demands of =me 
who seem to be wearing blinders to the eventual consequences of bad decisions 

The plan should focus on ecosystem management, placing equal emphasis on non-game species. 

Preserve and restore healthy streams and rivers by keeping the forest intact. This means the forest should be 
unfragmented and managed 88 wilderness Low impact actbltles such 88 hiking, fishing 8 camping should be 
encouraged The overriding concern should always be the heanh of the forest This requires an ecosystem 
approach to management 

I support the strict management of the timber industry's use of all lands, and likewise support more stringent 
enforcement of the preservation and retention pollciesto lands open tothat industry's use I addltionaliy support 
management of timber industry such to preserve the delicate balance of the forest ecosystem and the aesthetic 
impact on adjoining wilderness areas and faclllties such as the Appalachian Trail 

Ahernative 8 continues the same cycle of inadequate wilderness recommendations, lack of wlldilfe corridors, 
unnecessary logging (prlivate lands are more than adequate for the regions needs, the DEB acknowledges 
this), miles of frivolous road construction (wilh no program of active road closure and reclamation) deficient 
streamside protection, and expansion of fragmenting and degrading vehicular activities (such as ANs) 

Look at diversky of wildlife and plantllfe, and manage forthis and improved diversky This means that trees and 
animals are not looked at solely for means of making proflt and lawmakers cease to succumb to large lobbying 
groups (guns 8 hunters, timber) 

Into current draft plan is envlronmentally ruinous and needlessly destructive to the wilderness that Is left The 
plan Is 'crmlnal behavior masquerading as forest managemen?. it Is a plan for clearcub, hundreds of miles of 
needless roads, uncontrolled logging and mining, watershed destruction, st a1 Plus AWIORV lawlessness 

The current preferred plan Is an outrage. It Is the second most expensive plan and it would open up almostthe 
entire forest to logging and roadbullding, both of which kill large numbers of native wildlde by destroying and 
fragmenting their habttat 

All 8 is Inadequate in many areas and refuses to recognize the most basic principles of ecology. 

The Forest Service will use eccsystem management as the means to meet goals specdied In the Revised Plan. 
Ecosystem management is the means to an end. R is not the end men The Forest Service does not manage 
ecosystems just for the sake of managing them or for some notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 
managed for specific purposes such as producing. restoring, or sustaining certain ecological conditions, 
desired resource uses and products, vltal environmental services, and aesthetic cultural or splritualvalues. For 
the Forest Service, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses, products or 
services in ways that also sustain the diversky and productivky of ecosystems 

This is neither product-oriented bias nor a nature-oriented bias In some places. the emphasis is on ecological 
condnions and environmental services. In others, It is on resource products and uses. Overall, the mandate 1s 
to protect environmental quality while also producing on a sustainable basis, resources that people need. 

Letter 4Wt The concept of wildlde'mgmt.' should be abandoned exceptto aid in the preservation of habltat for ETS species 
or the reintroduction of extirpated species Ecosystem mgt to restore the natural diversky of the original forest 
should be implemented Ar tha l  'wildllfe openings,' created by logging or othenvise, tend to encourage 
species which are common on private lands and which sometimes occur in nuisance populations (e.g , deer) 
at the expense of species native to the original forest which require seclusion from humans andlor large areas 
of unfragmented habltat In all areas where logging or other intensive uses are permmed, special care should 
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be taken to protect and preserve large hollow, dead or dying ireas or snags These valuable den trees are 
largely absent from the forest today due to clearcut logging and other discredited mgt practices 

The Forest Service preferred anernatwe attempts to find the appropriate emphasis on game and non-game 
species The Forest Service believes that management for game species remains a priorlty for the Amencan 
public The management for non-game species, especially those requinng unfragmented habnat. has assumed 
e greater Importance under the new agency ecosystem management policy 

The Forest Service uses ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specdied in the Revised Pian 
Ecosystem management is the means to an end n is not the end ltseii The Forest Service does not manage 
ecosystems just for the sake of managing them or for some noiton of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 
managed for specdic purposes such as producing, restoring. or sustaining certain ecological condltions, 
desired resource uses and produois. vital environmental services, and aesthetic cultural or spirltual values For 
the Forest Service, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses. produds or 
services In ways that also sustain the diverslty and produciivlty of ecosystems 

There is a good deal of disagreement ovar the subject of 'fragmentatton' The Forest Service recognizes that 
fragmentation of habltat for proposed,threatened. endangered and sensitwe species or unique biological 
communlties is a real concern that needs to be addressed in the Revised Plan The Forest Service also 
recognizes that there is an opportunlty to provide habltat for 'area-sensitive' species (such as neo-tropical 
migrants) that require relative large and undisturbed habrtats for survival The Forest Service does not, however, 
accept the premise that large traois of unfragmented and connected habltats is necessary for the survival of all 
plant and animal Me Habrtat for species that are area-sensrtwe where reasonable opportunrties exist has been 
incorporated The ID Team has also worked wlth representatives of the USDi Fish 8 Wildltfe Service and slate 
agencies l o  ensure that habltat condltions favorable for the recovery and enhancement of proposed. endan- 
gered, threatened and sensnive species and unique biological communlties are maintained and, where feasi- 
ble, enhanced 

There is very imle area (virtually only small, isolated pockets) of the Forest that has not been fragmented by past 
human activlties, In many areas, the old roads and timber harvests have regenerated and recovered l o  a stale 
wherethere is minimal d any fragmentation of habrtat The largest blocks of this'unfragmented' habltat lie wrthn 
the roadless areas The Forest Service preferred alternative has allocated 89% of the roadless area acreage to 
management areas where further fragmentation will not occur Although there will be some vehicular use on 
existing roads and a small amount of salvaging and fuelwood gathering in the immediate vicinlty of system 
roads, these actwlties will not affect the unfragmented core of these roadless areas 

ii is unlikely that private farmland would provide the needed habltat for many early successional wildlife species 
Many farmers consider these animals as pests and strive to eliminate them from their lands It is inappropriate 
to expect those landowners to provide habltet for species that are being hunted on the Forest. 

Standard 1023 in the Drafl Revised Plan is included in the Hevised Plan to ensure that en adequate number of 
snags and den trees are provided during timber harvests and any subsequent silvicultural activlties. 

Response 

Lener 367 I am wrlting to voice my objection to the recent decision to restrict timber and wildlife management practices 
wlthin the George Washington National Forest 

The Forest Service is finding that people want and need e widerveriety of uses. values, products and condltions 
from the Forestthan in the past Many of these values could not be provided by emphasizing timber and wildltfe 
management on all the acreage of the Forest 

Response 

Lener 501 The plan that has been proposed has no money allocated to help in the restoration of the forests damaged 
ecosystems 

The Forest Service preferred alternative includesfunding forthe revegetation of disturbed areas and the closing 
and revegetation of system and non-system roads which are causing environmental damage Practices which 
can be considered are the restoration of natural ecosystems include the use of prescribed fire and providing 
for the development of old growth forests The restoration of natural communlty structure and functioning plus 
the restoration of plant and animal populations is included in the standards and funding for the recovery of 

Response 
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threatened, endangered, and aensltwe species Addltional standards and funding for management considered 
resioration and maintenance is found under wildlife and fisheries. 

Letter 77 In support of the WlldernessCcrrldor System aiternative management plan Big Wilderness 1s absolutely 
necessary for biodiverslty and to evolutionary process 

Wilderness and roadlessness does provide special recreation opportunlties, but more important Is the opportu- 
nlty for wildllfe and a healthy ecosystem in such areas 

Only Ah. 3 results in the highest net revenue for the taxpayers who w n  thls land and preserves the ecological 
qualms that the public desires from lis NFs 

Letter 77 

Letter 1252 

Letters 3445, 3446, 3632 
Alternative #3 views the forest from an ecological perspecilve and not from the 'commodlty haw& ideology 
of all other alternatives In this respect, Anernatwe #3 is the oniy elternatwe whose basic premise is loialiy 
missing from the preferred alternative 

We encourage the re-establishment of natural processes 88 appropnaie that will encourage old-growth forest 
cores. wildlde corridors, and a full range of functional natural communlty and ecosystem types To the extent 
possible, we would support future effolts on forest-wide mgi that would coordinate closely with adiacent state 
and federal public land including the JNF, the Blue Ridge Pkwf. Shen Nat Park and to contribute to a regional 
landscape mgi approach for the mid-Appalachians 

Providing for biodiverslty and large tracis of unfragmented, old growth habltat with an ecological perspecinre 
towards management are some of the values that members of the public desire on the Forest. Alternative 3 was 
developed to explore the capabillty of the Forest to provide these values wlthout providing for other uses such 
as timber, or wildlife habltat improvements 

Alternative 3 precludes opportuntles to provide other values, goods, sefflces and uses desired by the public 
There is, therefcre,'a trade-off' in terms of other multiple uses 

In the record of decision forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will identrfy the alternatlvethat provides the mlxture 
of values, producis, uses and conditions that maximize net public benefits. 

Letter 3997 

Response 

Letter 1847 Alternative 3 provides the highest protection for biological diverslty, air quality. water quality, soil quallty and 
fire protection according to the EIS 

Letters 2182.2183 
Aiternative 3 provides minimum soil erosion, maximum water qual@, minimum taxpayer expense, maximum 
non-motorized recreation, and maximum protection for the rarest and shyest of species. This alternative also 
meets the obiective of maximizing net public beneflt I support lt wlthout qualdication The wise use of our 
National Forests is not extraction, but preservation 

Alternative 3 has been identdied as the most environmentally preferable alternatNe.ThlS fact, however, does not 
mean that it is the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts. That determination will be made by the 
Regional Forester in the record of decision for the FEIS 

Response 

Letter 502 The terms of each contract should provide forthe complete protection of the environment and cutting rules that 
are on a sustained yield basis 

The timber sale contract provides for protection of the environment and the ASCI In the Revised Plan Is based 
on a sustained yield 

Response 

1-347 Ecosystem Management 
RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY 



Letters 279, 986, 1971,2227. 2337.2515, 2606, 2902,3739 
Provide for restoration of forest ecosystems damaged by USFS and human activities. 

The plan would not adequately prevent misuse of the forest and there is no revision for restoration of damaged 
ecosystems 

Letter 2022 

LeUers 2022,4262 
Preservation and restoratlon of our national forest should be paramount in a long range plan. 

Letter 2056 

Letter 2215 

Letter 3861 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Restore forest ecosystems which have been damaged Including reintroduction of anlmal and plant IMe native 
to the forest which have been destroyed or severely reduced through human activriy. 

The preferred anernatwe has no provisions for ecological restoration. It does not even conslder large scale (or 
even local) ecology and habitat. The creation of large 'wildlife areas' will only aid opportunity species, such as 
grouse and deer which are under no threat of extinction. The extensive acreage of cleared areas on private 
land6 surrounding and in the forest furnish more then enough habitat for these endangered species. The shale 
barren plants on rich mtn are severely threatened by deer, who browse then extensively 

You do not emphasize restoration and preservation enough 

The restoration of natural communttj struoture and funotionlng plus the restoration of plant and anlmal popula- 
tions Is Included in the standards and funding for the recovery of threatened. endangered. and sensltive 
species Addltional standards and funding for management considered restoration and maintenance Is found 
under wlldllfe and fisheries 

Plan allows for 'changes in vegetation' to accomplish 'resouroe objectives' (MAS 14,15, 8 17). Forest manage 
men1 should not alter the biological systems and prooesses that give ris0 to those ecosystems. 

The changes In vegetation allowed for in Management Areas 14, 15, and 17 are short term whlch result from 
ohanges in successional stages. Forest Management will not result in an alteration of biological systems and 
processes on a landscape scale 

Letter 1292 

Response 

Aside from the designated wilderness ell other areas of the forest are open lo logging operations The result. 
extensive habitat loss and fragmentatton. roads and mass extinctnns Thew artificial clearings also open the 
forest interior to the Invasion of exotic, non-native flora and fauna 

Only portions of Forest considered 'sultable' are available fortimber production from logging operations Under 
the preferred aiternative this amounts to 350,ooOO acres or 113 of the total forested lands 

Letter 2757 

Response 

if the present draft is implemented, the negative impact upon biological diversttj and animal migration patterm, 
will be considerable 

The fact that the preferred aiternative does not allocate any lands to Management Area 2 does not mean that 
there are not linkages of habltat which provide forthe movement and continued viabilttj of plants and animals 
In particular, Management Areas 4 end 8 provide a 33 mile long corridor on the upper elevations of Shenandoeh 
Mountain where relatively unfragmented habitat is needed to maintain and enhance habltat for the Cow Knob 
Salamander Also, Management Area9 has been allocatedtothewestern side ofthe Pedlar Ranger Distrlclto 
create a relatively unfragmented corridor from the James River Face Wilderness and Three Sisters Roadless 
Area to the st Marys Wilderness 

The Forest does not support the designation of lends solely for migration corridors Long term viabilriy needs 
vary considerably by species Habltat corridors are provided in all management areas depending on the 
species being considered 
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Letter I292 The QWNF should be an ecological preserve A place where natural evolution occur8 wkhout disturbance. 
Clearly, the Forest Service has failed to meet those objectNes 

The Forest, by law, will be managed to provide for the uses values, products. and conditions desired by the 
public While doing so tl will maintain viable populations of ail native and desirable non-native plants and 
animals during the implementation of ail projects. Coupled wlth this maintenance will be the restoration of 
natural communhies and populations of plant and animal species. This work will be carried out by a wide varlely 
of specialists who are part of the Forest Service &ff and will include biologists, botanists and ecologists among 
many others 

Response 

Letter 2060 An aggressive campaign should be inltiated to restore human-damaged ecosystems One critical item in this 
context would be a campaign to stem the spread of exotic8 such as honeysuckle, kudzu, and ailanthus. 

Address the issue of invashre exotic plants, an acknowledged threat to native plants Foremost in choking out 
natives is Japanese honeysuckle, Kudzu and Ailanthus, Management be eradication Is encouraged 

The Forest Service recognizes the effects of 'biological pollution,' specifically the establishment and spread of 
plant and animal species which were introduced to this region within the recent past and are now considered 
pests. These exotic species, now naturalized, are an unfortunate component of the ecosystem. A program to 
control their spread would be costly and have no chance of success 

Letter 3665 

Response 

Letter 3537 Especially crucial to maintaining landscape diversity in this regton would be protecting the integrlty of large 
watershed systems 

All watersheds are managed using standards designed to protect and maintain water quallty and long-term soil 
productivity thus insuring the integrlty of watershed systems 

Response 

Letter 3537 The opporlunlty l o  restore and protect whole watershed ecosystems is basically available only on national forest 
lands Consequently, bareful consideration should be given to changing the management area designation of 
the entire headwaters of the Cowpasture River above West Augusta to ensure old-growth restoration and 
preclude forest fragmentation activkies The Dry RNer above Rawley Springs should also be considered for 
similar protection, even though much of the floodplain is stili in pnvale ownership 

National forests offer an opporlunlty l o  restore and protect entire watershed ecosystems However, placing the 
Cowpasture River watershed north of West Augusta in Management Area 15 and the Dry RNer watershed 
upstream of Rawley Springs in Management Areas 4,7, 9, 11,14 and 15 are considered consistent wkh the 
overall theme in the preferred anernatwe. The management of ecosystems wnhin watersheds will be done in a 
manner consistent wrth Forest standards which maintain resource sustainabiilty 

Response 

Letter 3732 Signlficant changes to the Plan are essential for the preservation and restoration of the Forest 

Concentrate on protecting present habltats from human influences and restoring those habltats that have been 
damaged end destroyed 

The Forest Service preferred aRernative includes standards and funding forthe revegetation of disturbed areas, 
the closing and revegetation of system and non-system roads which are causing environmental damage, plus 
the control of erosion from man-caused activlties The restoration of natural communlty structure and function- 
ing plus the restoration of plant and animel populations is included in the standards and funding for the 
recovery of threatened, endangered, and senskive species Addltional standards and funding for management 
considered restoration and maintenance is found under wildllfe and fisheries 

Response 

Letter 4268 EPA recommends that ail disruptive activlties (e g timber harvesting, roadbuilding, construction of facillties, oil 
and gas leasing and development) be carefully considered wrthin the context of the regional and forest 
landscape The need for addrtlonal timber, access roads, etc should be balanced against the potential for 
dagradation/alteration of healthy ecosystems 
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Response Although the Forest Service recognizes the need for awider array of uses, values, products and condltions from 
the Forest, including healthy ecosystems, management of the Forest must remain wlthin the context of mauimiz- 
ing net public beneflts All activlties, including those which may be disruptive, are considered In context with 
the regional and forest landscape to the fullest extent possible Some of this analysis is not yet possible due to 
constraints on present GIs capebillties 

Letter 3537 The revised management plan for the GW does not go far enough in protecting the landscape dlverslty of the 
region Old-growth should cover at least hall to 314 of the Forest, instead of the proposed 5% of the landbase 
Contiguous, udragmented tracts of forest interior should be variously sized, including a bloreservesized tract 
oentered on the Ramsey’s Draft Wilderness in addltlon to the many smaller areas proposed in the preferred 
alternative Comparable buffers from intensive timber management should be extended to the two wilderness 
areas that border the OW in the Jefferson National Forest 

Alternative 3 was formulated to manage the Forest under a wildernesslcorridor complex Akernatlves 9 and 13 
also contain a large number of roadless areas recommended for wilderness study wlth connecting migration 
corridors One of these alternatives will be selected as the Revised Plan d It is identified as the akernative that 
maximizes net public benefb 

Response 

RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY’ Enlrpaled S p C I e S  

Letter 279 

Letter 3961 

Serious and sustained consideration of the re-introduction of extirpated species [is suggested] 

Wlth other agencies, prepare plans for the recovely to presettlement abundancies of all species that would 
naturally be occurring in the GWNF (such as cougars) 

Letters 3985, 3986 
Wildllfe management should include the protection and reintroduction of endangered species and rare species 
which are native to GWNF including the reintroduction of large mammals and predators 

Returning extirpated species to the Forest is a function of state wildllfe agencies and in some cases, the USDI 
Fish and Wildlde Service The Forest has worked closely wnh the Virginia Department of Game and the USDl 
Fish and Wildllfe Service in returnlng the Endangered Peregrine Falcon to the Forest, and has assisted the 
Department with augmenting populations of the snowshoe hare and river otter Returning species such as the 
gray wolf, elk, and cougar to the Forest at this time, is not considered practical 

Response 

RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY: Timber Management 

Letters496,766,767,970,1086,1139,1158,1260.1429,1443,1557, la, 1621,1652, 1823,1886,1976,2010,2040,2053,2292, 
2364,2512,2674,2705,2749,3849,3863 

Timber harvests should be wlthin 112 mile of an existing road 

Letters887,888,923,924,925,926,1044,1045.1046,1047.1048,1049,1050,1051,1052,1053,1054,1055,1126,1129,1130,1131, 
1132,1133,1134,1135,1136,1174,1206.1207,1x)8,t209,1210,1211,1213,1214,1215,1216,1217,1218,1219,1220,1221,1222, 
1223,1224,1225,1226,1349,1399,14W, 1401,1402,1403,1454,1475,1476,1477,1478,1479,1480,1481,1482,1484,1485,1466, 
1487,1488,1469,1490,16~, 1700, 1701,17M. 17O3,17ffl,1705,1706,1707,1915,1916,1917,1918.1919,1920.1921,1922,1923, 
1924,1925,1926,1927,1968,1974,x163,2085,2086,~7,2088,2089,2090,2091,x)92,2093,x194,2095,2w6,2067,~,2099, 
21 00,2101,2418,2419,2420,2421,2422,2423,2424,2425,2426,2427,2428,2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2434,2435,2436,2437, 
2436,2439,2440,2441,2701,2769,2770,2771,2772,2773,2774,2775,2776,2777,2778,2881,2901,3093,3094,3096,3097,3098, 
3099,3100,3202.3203,3204,3205,3x)6.3207,3x)8,3209,3210,3211,3212,3213,3214,3215,3216,3217,3218,3219.3220,3221, 
3222,3223,3224,3225,3226,3227,3228,3229,3230,3231,3232,3233,3234,3235,3236,3237,3238,3239,3240,3241,3242,3243, 
3244,3245,3246,3247,3517,4094,4095,4096,4097,4098,4099,4100,4101,4102,4103,4104,4105,4106,4107,4108,4109,4110, 
4111, 4112,4113,4114,4115, 4116,4117.4118,4119,4120,4121.4122,4123,4124,4125,4126.4127,4126,4t57.4158,4172 

All timber harvest should be done along exishng roads 
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Letter 933 Timber cutting in the George Washington National Forest should be limned to wlthln 112 mile from an MISTING 
road 

Road construction should be fuurther reduced This can be accomplished dhmber harveshngtakes place near 
existing road Furthermore, unnecessary roads should be closed and reclaimed. 

Letter 981 

Letters 982,1149,1297 
Timber harvesting should be limlted to 1/2 mile from an existing road and no new roads should be bulk 

Timber cuttlng should be limned and should not occur within 1/2 mile of existing roads. 

Limn timber harvest to wlthin one-half mile from existing roads 

Timber cutting should be limlted to areas accessible by existing roads 

Timber harvests should be limlted to those areas accessible by current roads 

Logging must be strictly limned so as not to Interfere with wilderness areas. This means limning logging around 
the already exlstlng roads 

Timber cutting should be restricted such that new roads are not needed for the cut 

Timber harvesting should be done as close as possible to roads to limit damage to the Forest 

Road building and timber cutting creates noise and air pollution, causes serious land erosion, and destroys the 
natural beauty of the GWNF. To provideanappropnate balance, the Plan should provide that exmting roads that 
are necessary be maintained, that no new roads be built, and that unnecessary roads be closed Tlmber harvest 
should be limlted to wlthln onehalf mile from existing roads 

Limlt timber cutting wlthin 112 mile of existing roads 

Letter 1059 

Letter 1069 

Letter 1074 

Letter1156 

Letter 1 168 

Letter 1250 

Letter 1258 

Letter 1268 

Letter 1281 

Letters 1317, 1557 
Timber harvest should be limlted to wlthin one half mile of any existing road 

Letter 1434 

Letter 161 5 

Please safeguard and expand designated wilderness areas by not building new roads 

All timbering should take place along existing roads and there should be no timbering in roadless areas, 
Including for salvage and wildide management 

Can you be any more restrictive wlth road building and aUaln your goals wlth logging' 

Cutting should be prohiblted wnhln onahalf mile of an existing road 

Use ecology principles to construct a plan to allow some logging In some areas that already have usable roads 

Letter 1655 

Letter 1684 

Letter 1885 

Letters 2037, 2237, 2272, 3892,3911 
No timber harvest should be allowed past one-half mile from an existing road No new roads should be bulk 
to enable timber harvest 

Letter 2027, 4231 
No new roads should be built All timber harvest should be done along existing roads 

Timber cutting should be limlted to within onahalf mile of the existing roads 

All tlmber harvest should be minlmlzed and llmlted lo wlthln one-half mile from an existing road 

Timber harvesting should be limlted to areas accessible to current roads 

If timber harvesting is required, there should be a maximum harvest level specified but in no case no harvestlng 
farther than 1500 meters from an existing road Once the timber has been harvested. the commercial vendor 
(II there is one) should be required to reclaim the road by regrading and plantlngs. 

Letter 2276 

Letter 2283 

Letter 2498 

Letter 2513 
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Letter 2529 

Letter 2666 

Letter 2675 

Letter 2755 

Letter 2835 

Letter 3546 

Letter 3619 

Letter 3656 

Letter 3732 

Letter 3797 

Letter 3909 

Letter 3938 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3965 

Letter 4053 

Letter 4183 

Letter 4266 

Letter 4266 

Response 

Limit timber harvesting to areas along existing roads 

Timber harvesting should be done from existing roads. 

No new roads should be bulk and unnecessary roads should be closed and re-claimed. Any timber cutting 
should be done close to existing roads it should not be allowed in areas close to streams 

The forest elready has an excessive number of roads. No new roads should be constructed All bmber 
harvesting should be done from existlng roads. 

Build no new logging roads-we have too many to property maintain already. 

New road bullding should be severely restricted If not totally banned. Once the accessed area is timbered, the 
road should be closed and rehabllbted 

None of the 2M) miles of proposed new roads should be bulll to lncrease limber harvesting accessibility. All 
timber harvest should be limited to wdhin onehalf mile from the TOO DOENSWE road system already in place 

Timber harvest should be limited from within 1E mile from existing roads wlth no new roads being bulk 

All timber harvesting should be limited to what can be accessed from existing roads. No new roads should be 
constructed for logging purposes or any other purpose 

YES to limiting timber harvest wlthin onshan mile of existing roads NO to new roads. YES to careful timber 
mgmt 

Timber harvest on the National Forest should be reduced and restricted to Certain areas where suitable roads 
have already been constructed No new logging roads should be bulk This marginal timber harvest would be 
best shifled onto private landholdings. 

If all timber harvesting is done within 112 mile of existing roads, then no new roads will be needed. 

Thetimber program should be evaluated with all cutting within 1/2 mile of existing roads in an attempt to reduce 
the cost of timber sales and eliminate new roads. 

All timber harvesting should be limlted to within a hail mile of existing roads, wlth no new roads built for this 
forest management purpose. 

Limit logging to within 1/2 mile of existing road, with emphasis away from pulpwood 

Timber harvesting should be done along existing roads. 

I recommend that all limber cunlng be done within a haltmile from existing roads, and that no new timber roads 
be bulk 

Plan . EPA recommends that clearcuts be established in areas already severely fragmented, e g along major 
roads, eto. Aithough, aesthetics are often cited as reasons for avoiding public access areas, the Forest Service 
could use the opportunity l o  educate the public on edge effect, fragmentation, etc. 

The miles of road needed for timber harvesting cannot be governed solely by straight line distance of the 
individual cutting unlts from existing system roads Topography, soil type, harvest method, vegetation, and 
landownership patterns ere some of the factors affecting the number of miles of road needed between the 
cutting un& of any particular timber sale and existing system roads. The determination of the specific access 
needed to each cutting unit in a given timber 8618 requlres e sltsspecdic analysis that is beyond the scope of 
the programmatic analysis supporting the Revised Forest Plan 

Alternatives 11 and 13 have been formulated wlth a limitation on lands sultable for timber production to areas 
of the Forest within 114 to 112 mile of system roads Any timber harvesting wlthin these lands would be 
accomplished through the use of temporary roads end skid trails These temporary roads and skid trails would 
be permanently closed and revegetated following the timber sale contract 
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In all probability, many of the stends In the area suitable for timber production would require temporary roads 
of a longer length than is permissible under existing national direction. This anernatwe explores the advantages 
(or disadvantages) of relaxing national dlreoiion to permrt longer temporary roads 

Anernatlves 11 and 13 are considered in detsll in the FEIS and one of them will be selected as the Revised Plan 
by the Regional Forester if R is Identified as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts. 

Machinery used forthe removal and transporting of logs would cause extensive and, In many 08888, irreparable 
damage to other symbiotic species. Erosion and the slning of streams would be another factor in many are-. 

The removal and transporting of logs wlll not alfect the viablltly of any species since onb small areas wlll be 
involved and no unique habbats will be disturbed by management advhles. A8 Indicated in the FEIS, long-term 
soil produclivky wlll be maintained and beneficial uses of water will be protected. 

Letter 2757 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 3561 

Response 

Letter 13 

Letter 973 

Letter 1153 

Letter I292 

No salvage or timbering in or adjacent to MA 9 areas, or MA 138. 

Management Area 9 conlains two management area prescrlptlons management area prescription 9A is allocat- 
ed to roadless areas not recommended for wilderness study and other remote are88 in Aiternatives 6 . 9 , I l  and 
13 This management area prescrlption precludes any limber halvesting, even for salvage purposes 

~ ~ ~ 

How can we decry the destrucilon of the Amluon forests and yet permii the gradual depletion of our own? 

There is a good deal of dlfference between the DEFORESTATION of the Amazon forests and ecosystem 
management as practiced on the Forest 

I support every aoiion to stop the logging 

This park needs no timber cutting. 

All commercial logging on the GWNF should be eliminated. 

All logging in the GWNF should be ended and 11s associated road construction and road reconstruction. 

Letters 1569,ZY27,2515 
Eliminate logging in the George Washington National Forest. 

Eliminate (or at least request a 1C-year moratorium] on timber halvesting on the GW 

Timber hawesting [is not necessary in the GWNF] 

I would llke to have clearcutting and logging ended In the GWNF We don't need forest products from the GW. 
Not for jobs, ceriainly not for the Income and not for national wood supply Most commercial timber ownen 
would aoiuaily benefii d the government were no longer competing with them. 

I prefer that timber harvesting in NF be abolished The clearcuts I am aware of are ecologically unsound and 
aesthetically displeasing. 

I favor strict i imk  on ail timber harvests in the NF. 

stop logging, especially riparian areas Don't hide logging figures In game management, gyspy moth and 
salvage programs 

Eliminate all logging on the OW (except for small research and interpretive sltes close to developed recreation 
areas) 

Letter2665 

Letter 3471 

Letter 3568 

Letter 2601 

Letter 3736 

Letter 3850 

Letter 3981 
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Letter 4021 

Letter 4050 

Response 

We don't need looser timber cutting restrictions We need tighter ones 

All logging and roadbuilding must stop 

Alternative 3 Is considered In detall in the FEIS It does not allow any logging. R could be selected by the 
Regional Forester to as the Revised Plan d It is identdied as the alternative that maximizes net public 
benefiis 

Letter 67 

Response 

Letter 165 

Response 

Trees grow back and allow other animals and plants to live we must cut our forest now and forever Trees are 
one of the few resources that wlth proper management will be here forever 

Only Alternatives 3 and 6 In the FElS limn timber halvest as a means to manipulate vegetation conditions The 
Revised Plan provides for managing trees as a renewable resource 

Instead of destroying trees you should be planting them 

TheNmber managementprogramontheForestremoves sometreeshomtheforestand utilizesthemto produce 
wood produds desired and used by people Harvested trees are replaced using natural or artdicial regenera- 
tion 

Letter 165 

ResDonse 

if you permrt massive harvesting of the George Washington forests, not only will you beviolating a natlonal trust, 
you will simply be helping to kill the eatih 

All timber harvest levels In the alternatives of the FEE are at sustainable levels that do not impair the long term 
productivty of the land This is in accordance wlth Section 4 of the Sustained Weld A d  

Letter 165 

Response 

The very people who may beneflt temporarily from cutting these trees may pay a terrible price for such 
carelessness 

Timber harvests are conducted In a mannerthat allow sfor continued regrowth ofthe forest at a sustainable level 
wiihout Impairing the long-term productivty of the land 

Letter 73 

Letter 166 

Letter 36M) 

iener 3660 

Reducing timber harvests on signdicantly less acreage, less clearcutting and puiiing one third of the forest into 
single use designations takes all of the flexibilty out of the decision process and will poorly meet the require- 
ments of a healthy forest 

There seems to be a strong current through the alternative plans to wrlte off timber production to any major 
extent on the George Washington. The Forest SeNice certainly has to be extremely sensdive to public concerns 
and altitudes about timber cuiiing, especially on forests wlth heavy recreational use. But I think there is also a 
need and responsibilty to teach the public that timber cutting is not just an end in itself for commercial 
purposes Any effortto maintain the forest in astateofvigor overthe decadesfor &whole array of uses requires 
judicious use of timber cutting -the only real tool for manipulating the vegetation The proposed levels of timber 
harvesting are barely adequate to achieve that, even on rotations that approach two hundred years. Appalachl- 
an forests have been cut over for two centuries Only in the last half of this century have they been managed 
Timber cutting has been modest since age classes and volumes in mature trees were limmng Two or three 
generations have become accustomed to seeing the forests In this semi.dormant state Over the next century, 
as the high forest exceeds 100 years old, reasonable strategies must be used on such forests wlthvaried cutting 
systems to maintain stand vigor, age class distributions (do we realty want a million acres wlth one dominant 
age class?), wildlife habltat, varied vistas, etc 

Forest health and qualty will decline due to an aging Forest This needs to be minimized 

Below-cost sales are Justdiable Iffor no other reason than we will leave future generations wlth a healthier, more 
vigorous Forest 
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Response The Forest Service has found that concern for a 'healthy' forest invohres the question of soclal, economlc and 
environmental values The ID Team has encountered two opposing viewpoints on this subject Many people 
believe thatthe Forest is a natural ecosystem where natural processes should proceed with minimal interference 
from humans Many others believe that the Forest is a reposltoty of natural resources which need to be 
developed and used for the beneflt of mankind 

The belief that a 'healthy', vigorous forest means a regulated forest where trees are harvested to capture their 
value before mortality is consistent wlth the second viewpoint lt can also be argued that the natural cycle of an 
ecosystem includes the death of indhridual plants and animals, recycling of their nutrients and new growth. 

The below-cost timber sale issue cannot be dh issed  casually with a rahonale of the need to manipulate 
vegetation to maintain a 'healthy' forest Therefore, the Revised Plan Is sensnive to the below-cost timber sale 
i88UB 

Letter 858 

Response 

Good conservation 1s needed to truly maintain the Forest Any practice that does not allow the removal of old 
timber and natural reseeding will end in a dead diseased Forest of no use to anyone - especially wildlife. 

Wise use of forest resources is a mandate of the Forest Service that is Considered and provided in the Revised 
Plan The ID Team recognizes that dead, dying and down trees are important components of forest ecosystems 
and cannot be removed from the forest in large numbers wlthout having negative impacts 

Letter 883 

Response 

That portion of the forest which Is surtable for timber production should be managed at least as well as the 
private sector manages Its holdings This includes, whenever possible, efficient harvesting practices utilizing a 
reasonable growth rotabon 

The private sector usually has ddferent objectives for managing land than those of the national forests. What is 
right for private sector landowners might not be appropriate for national forests which have many 'landowners' 
which desire a wide variety of uses. values, producis and conditions 

Letter 884 

Response 

I strongly agree that the ASQ of timber products be kept at 27 MMBF I would like to see clearcutting be used 
only after other slhricultural methods are considered I also suggest that existing roads be used for timber 
harvesting where practicable and permanent road construction kept to a minimum 

Alternative 8 is generally consistent wlth the recommendations put forth in this comment. Alternatives 11 and 
13 have smaller ASQs, prohibt clearcutting, and prohiblt permanent road constructlon to harvest timber One 
of these alternatives will be selected as the Revised Plan d it is identdied as the aliernative that maximizes net 
public beneflts 

Letter 885 

Response 

Timber should be an agricultural crop on private land 

The Revised Plan does not direct management on private land 

Letter 979 

Response 

I believe in sustainable timber harvest Harvest quotas and logging subsidies are atrocious and irresponsible 
Tree monocultures and seedling suppressing chemicals should be avoided 

All alternatives wlth timber sale programs have sustainable levels of timber harvesting. Tree monoculture is not 
practiced. Most of the regeneration harvests in all alternatives uses natural regeneration Herbicide use is a 
viable option to be considered on a sltbspecltic basis 

Letter 1064 

Response 

Clearcuts [should] be limited to no more than 10 ac in size 8 SW cuts no more than 20 ac In size Larger Cc's 
make sections of the forest impassable and reduce the amount of 'edge' that is important to wildlde 

The size of openings of regeneration areas range from less than one acre upto forty acres, depending on what 
level of vegetative manipulation is needed to meet the desired future condition of ceriain management areas 
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Letter 1073 

Letter 1075 

Letter 11 68 

Letter 1879 

Letter 2060 

Letter 2685 

Letter 3544 

Letter 3629 

Letter 3785 

Letter 4001 

Response 

Letter 1081 

Thecontrolllngfaciorfor'edge'istheshapeof anopening, notitssize Aten acreopeningonlytwochalns wlde 
has 30% more edge than a 40 acre square opening 

I oppose the large scale harveshng of low quaidy timber for pulpwood. Communltiea are cutting back on 
newspaper recycling programs because they cannot find a market for the recycled paper. The national forests 
should not be adding to the problem by facilltatlng the harvesting of trees for pulpwood 

Reduce the amount of timbering, particularly for pulpwood, as there is already a glut of recycled paper. 

Timber harvest should be limited to sawtimber. The harvesting of pulpwood in the national forest is no longer 
acceptable Recycling of pulp products is e national necessily All vlrgin pulp that Is needed can and should 
be obtained from pwate stands 

I find R ddficultto understand the need forthe Federal government to support the harvesting of pulpwood, when 
local governments are having a hard time finding markets for recycled paper Our national priordy must go wlth 
supporting recycling. 

Absolutely no pulpwood should be produced on the GW. The enviromnentai damage caused by the haNest, 
processing, and disposal (landfills, incinerators) is simply too great 

A considerahon of forest products from the standpoint of favoring small diameter, that Is, mainly pulpwood, 
production appears especially shortsighted To permlt our National Forests to compete wRh private timber 
production, especially in this regard, is to ignore such obvious phenomena as our current dlfficuliy in attempting 
to recycle newsprint. 

Stop logging the national forests. We are presently selling 73% of the lumber cut on the OW for pulpwood This 
could be obtained from private lands Encourage recycling of paper to decrease demand for trees - let's keep 
the public forests as reservoirs of natural beauty and genetic biodrverstly 

Selling timber below cost makes recycling unprofltable R is bad for our economy, as well as for the Forest, to 
subsidize the cutting of trees, and unfairly compete wlth recycling. 

We have to use timber more efficiently H is silly to plan on selling timber below cost end make recycling 
unprofltable H is bad for our economy, as well as for the Forest, to subsidize the cutting of trees, and unfalrly 
compete with recycling. 

Pulpwood should not be cut on the QWNF except in conjunction wlth sawtimber cutting, where tops, limbs. and 
damaged trees unsuitable for sawlogs should be salvaged for pulpwood In general, there should be a much 
lower demand for virgin wood for paper production as higher and higher percentages of paper are recycled into 
new paper products. Recycling needs strong govt support and the USFS can do Its share by reducing the 
availability of pulpwood 

Pulpwood is hawesled in coniunction wfih sawtimber to achieve the necessary silvicultural treatment to assure 
adequate stand regeneration to desirable species Pulpwood is also harvested from low qualdy or mature 
stands in order to provide vegetation manipulation to meet desired future condltions Pulpwood Is used to 
produce a variety of paper products, many of which cannot be made from recycled paper 

Salvage sales should be strictly defined allowed only when the value of the timber is demonstrably higher than 
the usual pulpwood, allowed only on existing roads, and prohibited altogether from biological areas. wilderness 
study areas, and roadless areas 

Letters 1094, 1169, 1982,3553,3627 
No salvage in roadless or biological areas Definition of salvage needs to be ciarifiad. Salvage should consist 
only of timber certifiably valuable as sawtimber. 

nyou must dosalvagetimber sales,thenthey should only bedonealong existingroads but under no conditions 
should any salvage sales be done in roadless or biological areas 

Letter 131 0 
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Lelter 1314 

Letter 1684 

Letter 2337 

Lener 3553 

Response 

Redefine 'salvage cutling'to consist only of certfflable saw timber, and prohibit salvage in toadies8 or valuable 
biological areas 

The term 'salvage' needs l o  be clearly dellned, and should not include limber certniablyvaluable as sawtimber. 
There should be no salvage in roadless or biological areas. 

Elimination of all logging within the forest salvage sales. 

No salvage In toadless or biological are888 Salvage should be defined as only timber certifiably valuable as 
sawhmber. 

The standards for salvage have been revised to allow harvest. l o  uHiire high value products, to provide for 
public safety, to provide for scenic rehabilitation, and to me81 the demand lor tag luebood. New standards 
describe restrictions in all or portions of several managemem areas. 

Letter 1971 

Response 

Eliminate all salvage sales and wildlife mgl In existing roadless areas 

Improvements involving water sources and herbaceous openings help provide habitat for wildlife which are part 
of the desired future condrtion. Salvage from existing roads for fueiwood, high value products and providing 
public safely are compatible wrth a degree of solitude and maintaining a near-natural slaie 

Lener 1 153 

Lener 1292 

ResDonse 

There should be no salvage cuts permined on the GWNF. 

All salvage operations, which are really a form of clearcutting in disguise, must cease 

The Forest Service recognizes that dead, dying or down trees have a value in the ecosystem and that their 
removal cannot occur wlthout some negative consequences. The Forest Service also recognizes that timely 
salvage can utilize high value products for the economic and social well belng of local communities. provide 
for public safely, provide scenic rehabilltation and provide fueiwood. Standards in the Revised Pian provide for 
some salvage to occur 

Letter 1 162 

Response 

Timber cutting in the Forest should be kept to a minimum. Hardwood atands of mature timber should be 
encouraged not eliminated. 

Alternatives 9, 10, t i  and 13 analyze the effects of a lower timber harvest level than Alternative 6A. if it is 
idenldied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits, one of these alternatives will be selected to serve 
as the Revised Plan 

LeHer 1368 

Response 

The Valley Conservation Council urges e pian which will provide for a sustainable yield of mature saw timber 
through cost-effective sales on SUITABLE sites (Si at least 60). When harvesting by clearcutling, units should 
be no larger than 25 acres, with time Intervals of at least t o  years before a neighboring unrt Is clearcut. Forest 
BMPs should be strictly enforced. 

The FEiS does not contain an alternative with this particular mMure of suggestions All of the alternat~es with 
timber sale programs enforce BMPs and require at least ten years belore a neighboring even-aged stand is 
regenerated. In terms of the restrictions on the size of clearcub, Aiternathre 7 uses only management area 
prescriptions that limn even-aged openings to 25 acres 01 less Alternative 10 concentrates regeneration 
harvests on areas on the Forest with higher slte indices. 

Letter 1864 

Response 

Stop destruction of timber. 

Timber is not being destroyed It is being harvested and utilized to meet the needs of the American people as 
directed by Congress 
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Letter ZOQ3 Over 70% of wood currently cut in the GWNF is for pulpwood, this practice is short-sighted, as lt creates an 
environment that emphasizes short-term gains over long-term forest mgi A stress on quallty hardwood would 
help ensure that growing cycles are consldered when determining areas to be cut 

Ttmber rotattons are sutiiciently long enough to grow high value sawtimber from sites that have capability. Wlth 
both even-aged and uneven-aged systems, trees smaller than sawtimber size develop and have to be removed 
periodicaliy or in the regeneration harvest To do othemise would be improper silviculture 

Response 

Letter 2294 I would like to see the forest managed so that Some live trees are being harvested instead of the Salvage type 
harvests we are seeing now. 

The Revised Plan provides for a combination of live and salvage timber harvest In all cases provisions are 
made for achieving regeneration of stands hawested on sultable land 

Response 

Letter 2615 Accessibility and Proflt seem to be the main differences betweentheAlternatNe8andAlternative 12 proposals 
Yes, the Timber industry will always want to cut down more trees. That is e fact from a free market society wlth 
a heavy thlrst for woad products The Forest Service must manage this land and lts resources for SUSTAINED 
balanced yield 

All ofthe atternatweswlthhmber sale programs operateunderthe requirements ofthe MuiiipleUse-Sustained 
Yield Act 

The ldentlfication of the alternative that maximizes net public benefits requires a careful balancing of the 
opportunrties to provide different uses, products and condltions and public values in a manner that Is sensltive 
to negative effects on the environment, to isbues raised by the public, and to agency policies and priorities 

Different individuals, organizations, corporations and agencies place different relative weights on the lmpor- 
tance of providing ddferent uses, values, products and condltions This fact results in major disagreements over 
which alternative should be selected as the Revised Pian. 

Response 

Letter 2615 

Response 

Areas of high timber value must be managed to provide sustainable production and optimum visual quellty 
throughout 

Each management area has a different set of objectwes and a desired future condltion thatemphasizos different 
values All management acthrrties meet basic visual quallty objectwes. but some like Management Areas 5, 6, 
and 7 emphasize visual quality objectives more strongly. Management area 17 places emphasis on timber 
production 

Letter 2665 

Response 

'Oak has a better chance to grow' where disturbances are natural and not man-made (EIS, 310.2). The timber 
program will, therefore, reduce the oak component of the rarest overall 

The clted reference (DEB 3102) statesthat oaks and hickories will eventually replace white pine where It occurs 
in mixed stands, unless disturbances occur 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 2665 

'Heavy deer browsing (will) severely reduce advance reproduction of oaks and other species' as the result of 
the timber program through clearcuning, shenemood and seed tree culiing (EIS, 5102)). 

The clted reference states that deer have an effect on forest regulation through browsing Large deer popula- 
tions and heavy browsing are going to occur regardless of the level of timber production. 

The timber program resub in an 'arllficial species dlverslty' (EIS 51 11) The resuit is a 'managed' forest (EIS 
51 12) Species dwerslty are determined in terms of trees only and not for all forms of flora. fauna. and biotic 
oommunlties (including vertebrates and invertebrates). 
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Letter 2665 

Response 

The disturbance created by culling practiceswill help maintain species diversity ' (EIS 3-1 11) This is an artificial 
species dlversity, not a natural diversity This diversity is abundant naturally on both private and other public 
lands, there is no need to maintain this artlficially 

TheDEiSdoesnotattemptto mekeajudgmentastowhetherdivenitycreated by human activityis'better'than 
that created by natural events. The point isthat changes in vegetation affect diverslty of plants and animals. This 
portion ofthe DEB 3111,112 describes affects on vegetation, not fauna Since wildfires are controlled quickly 
on national forest land, there is less naturally occurring change in vegetation (le, dlversity): therefore vegetation 
changes are provided 'artdiciaily' by timber harvest 

Lener 2822 

Response 

The FS should promote innovative harvest praotices specllicaily designed to minimize surface disturbance, 
reduce so11 erosion, and eliminate Stream siltation 

The Revised Plan provides direotlon for using cable and helicopter logging techniques in certein circum- 
stances. 

Letter 3537 

Response 

The assertion in the vegetation section ofthe EIS (page 3 1  14) that logging in high slte Index forest types would 
enable understory plant communities i o  maintain diversity needs explanation. Research on wildflower commu- 
nlties in cove hardwood forests in the Southern Appalachians indicates qulteihe opposlte effect, especially from 
even-aged management (Dr. David O W .  institute of Ecology, University of Georgia. pen comm) As a 
corollary to the impacts that logging has on herbaceous vegetation, biodiversity research sponsored by the 
Forest Service in western North Carolina has recently documented that even-aged timber management is 
causing chronic, long-term declines in salamander populations throughout the Appalachians (fide Jim P e  
tranka, Assistant Professor of Biology, University of NC) These research projects are currently awaking publica. 
tion. Evidence to supporr the claim that logging promotes understory diversity, especially compared to the great 
diversity attained in old-growth forests, should be clted or the statement should be moddied or deleted 

A forest landscape wlth stands of many ages, such as exisis in the Yellow Poplar-Mixed Hardwood group will, 
all other things being equal, have more diversity than a single age, old growth forest landscape All the species 
coming and going throughout an even-aged forest will provide more diversiiy through recessional stages over 
time (Hunter 1990) Understory plant communlties will be a part of this diversity created by even-aged harvest- 
ing 

Letter 3537 

Response 

We urge the impact of timber management activities on the oak component and other hard mast-producing 
species be monltored carefully Research by Dr David Loflis indicates that even-aged timber management can 
greatly reduce the oak component of the forest, especially in high slte index stands Because gypsy moth 
defoliation and mortality vanes considerably in IIS intensiiy and distribution in the forest, the possibiiiiy exists 
that R can actually stimulate advanced regeneration of oak on many sRes Regeneralion plans should be 
developed for all timber harvests. 

The Revised Pian will specifically monltor whether group Selection and moddied shekemood harvests are being 
restocked to desirable species. Reestablishment of desirable tree species is provided in ail regeneration 
harvests and resub are evaluated 

Letter 3603 

Response 

R should be required that the land be reclaimed with hardwoods and the proper mix of pines atc. to provide for 
the future. 

Regeneration of lands sultable for timber production is required whhin 5 yean The Revised Plan provides 
standards to achieve this requirement 
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Letter 36M) 

Response 

Do not restrict cable logging anywhere This IS a viable method of remonng timber. 

Cable logging is only limlted when the necessary terrain features are not present 

Letter 3741 

Response 

Letter 3742 

Response 

Letter 3776 

Response 

Letter 3840 

ReSDOnSe 

All forest land wlth a sde index of 65 or higher would be primarily managed for timber All visual qualm 
objectives would be sublimated to the resource The public would be educated about the beauty and impor- 
tance of growing trees Recreation, wildlife and all other aciivlties compatible wlth tree growing would be 
included in these high site Indexes 

High quallty sites occur in a very dispersed paitern, making allocation of management areas that have a 
common objective very unwieldy Appendix C of the Revised Forest Plan contalns a very extensive Interpretive 
Plan for explaining forest management to the public 

Timber harvesting and salvage cuttlng should take place under the sllvicukural guidelines prepared by Dr Kult 
Gonschalk, an adjunct member of the Interdisciplinary Team for the OW planning process. 

Many of Gobchalk's ideas are incorporated in the Revised Plan. 

The mcdlfied shenerwood cut, taking the basal area down to %I square feet per acre, sounds promising on 
some sites We want you to be able to use every tool available on as much of the Forest a8 possible 

The Revised Plan does feature modlfied sheHenvood harvests. 

Salvage sales can only occur in areas sultable for hmbering 

The overall emphasis of managing forest land for biological values requires salvage harvests from unsuitable 
lands when lt helps meet the desired future condltion for that land management area 

Letter 3894 

Response 

Timber and other vegetation should be managed as outlined In the Overview for Plan X9. 

H Alternative 9 Is identified as the aiternative that mammies net public beneflts, it will be selected to serve an 
the Revised Plan 

Letter 3924 

Response 

Letter 3961 

Response 

Manage George Washington National Forest to sustain nS qualHy as a multiple use public resource over the 
long run. That meansthat no more timber harvestingtake plaoethan growth replaces each year, and that some 
poriions of the forest be left to reach a natural climax state at some time In the distant future [And] that timber 
harvesting be conducted in such a way as to limlt the destruction of habitel through substantlal clearoutling. 

The Revised Plan provides for the Items mentioned by the commenter. 

EIS 5102, paragraph 7 -Add The variety could increase over time in response to patterns of natural disturb 
ance allowed for by Alternative 3 a This paragraph as wrmen makes It seem that e forest canY get by wlthout 
disruptive timber harvests - this is patently false (see Baker in Robinson 1988) 

The exlstlng forest in the whne oak-black oak group is a diverse forest because of severe disturbances from 
logging end field fires during the past 100 years or more If thesetwo primary effecta on vegetation are virtually 
eliminated the forest vegetation will gradually become less diverse as the less-tolerant species have fewer 
condltions favorable to their regeneration 

Letter 3981 EIS 3104, paragraph 4-What aboutthe effects of natural disturbance processes and gypsy moths? Whlte pine 
could increase In abundance Paragraph 5 . What is meant by 'adequate'? What 'conditions' that may be 
'eliminated' is thls document referring to? Paragraph 6.2nd sentence is a mess. see my remarks under 3-1 W, 
paragraph 6 
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Response Unleas the natural disturbance Is fire that exposes a suiiable seedbed for white pine, white pine will decline on 
the bener sRes. Gypsy moth mortalily may release whlte pine already present in the understory, but will do 
nMhing to prepare a suiiable seedbed forwhlte pine regeneration 'Adequate' refers to stocking levels In terms 
of stems per acre of desirable species that should occur wlthln 5 years of harvest as specnled in common 
standards far regeneration of stands in the Revised Forest Plan The 'condltions' that may be 'eliminated' are 
the desirable slte condltions following timber harvest the1 provide for regeneraiion of lree specles. 

Letter 3981 EIS 8105, paragraph 7 -The sentence 'when cutting practices ' as wrmen Implies that wlthout logging forest 
richness Is diminished. In fact, logging creates a less broad mix of ages - by truncating succession, and cutting 
on rotations long More  trees reach senescence Wild forests contaln trees of all ages. the broadest possible 
mix. Revise ihls section to reflect ihls truth 

A forest landscape with stands of many ages (even-aged forest) will, all other things being equal, have more 
kinds of vegetation than a single-age or old-growth forest (uneven-aged forest) Many successional stages, 
continuously changing through time, Is more diverse than one that arrives at a single stage of succession This 
is not to say that slngie-age forests should not be a part of the forest landscape They should be, and are 
provided In all aiternatives because they provide unique characteristics that managed even-aged forest can't 
provide The greatest overall vegetation diversity is provided by a mhnure of both 

Response 

Lener 3961 EIS 3-106, paragraph 6 - What is the Minckler 1961 reference? What species of oaks are referred to? Other 
studies suggestthat individual tree selection will reproduce oak stands (see Runkle and McCormick & Plan and 
Stephenson) -Say so Wild forests wlth individual tree death gap dynamic succeeded to oak in the past, why 
not now? R Is stated here that ' whlte pine will be favored 'Then why in paragraph 4 on pg 8104 Is there a 
stated need for 'planting' white pine? Explain this contradiction Throughout the Vegetation section of The 
Affected Enwronmeni' part of this DEIS is a rebratton of 'red-maple dread' By this, I mean we are told that 
wlthout intensively manipulative timber management, red maple will take over the forest So, why isn'tthe OW 
a red maple forest now? Why didnt the red maple take over after the loss of chestnur' How is It that present 
day Appalachian old growth fragments are not red maple forests? I want this lasue researched, documented, 
and discussed in the EIS This species demonstrably takes over clearcuts - Why Is this ignored in the EIS? The 
FS data on the species composltion of the Signal Corps Knob T S do not even mention lts existence - so 
clearcuts do not result in 'the same species that previously existed in the overstoly 'What Is the true resun of 
FS logging policies In abring the species composition on the GWNF ~ especially as regards red and striped 
maple, whlte-tall deer, raccoons, grouse, and blue lays? 

The Minckler reference is to whlte oak. Most research and field expertise suggest even-age silviculture is most 
sultable for whlte oak growing in pure or mixed stands Uneven-aged silvicukure has been considered, but It's 
dlfficuit to develop a sustainable stand structure wlthout continual cuiiural treatments, especially on bener sltes 
(Sohiesinger 1976) Single-tree selection, which is being discussed In the cited reference, has not proven to be 
a workable system for managing oaks on a long-term, sustained-yield basis because regeneration is inadequate 
to ensure sustainability The cited reference to paragraph 4 on p 8104 of the DElS is not a contradiction it is 
stating that in of alternatives which do not allow timber harvesting wlth its associated soil disturbance and 
opportunitles for planting, white pine will decline in the white oak-black oak type group In the other alternatives 
that allow timber harvesting, d single-tree selection cutting was used, whlte pine would continue to exist as a 
component of the black oak-whlte oak iype group The sllvics of red maple (Waiters, Yawney 1990) and 
anticlpated reduction of the oak component In all forest type groups due to gypsy moth are the basis for stating 
that red maple will increase iia representation as a component of the vegetation on the Forest Where silvicultur- 
al practices are applied wlth the objective of regenerating species other than red maple, this natural tendency 
will be reduced Disclosure concerning red maple Is presented in the EIS In the discussion of the red oak-red 
maple type group 

Response 

Letter 3961 EIS 3-107, paragraph 1 -Add 'However, stumpsprout growth is known to resuit In a much lower quality of 
timber regeneration ' 
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Response The quallty of stump sprouts depends on stump diameter and height Small, low stumps produce sproutsthat 
have low incidence of decay in the future butt log Treesfelled wlth crosscut saws had higher stumps than the 
trees now being cut wlth chainsaws. and did develop sprouts that had a high incidence of decay in ruture logs 

Letter '3981 EIS 3-1 10, paragraph 2 . il is slated 'Defoliation would accelerate the successional progresslon to dominance 
by this type of maple' Where hasthls ever happened? Documenlation please The extent of defoliation talked 
about here would result in condltions somewhat like a clearcut On pg 3-107 tree removal is sald to result in 
replacement by 'generally the same species that existed in the previous oventory ' Explain this contradiction 
in the EIS 

ResDonse Red maple is a subclimax species that can occupy overstory space in asland, but It is usually replaced by other 
longer-lived species (Waiters and Yawney, 1990) The gradual reduction of oaks in this type group, as a result 
of mortality caused by defoliation from gypsy moth, will more closely resemble single-tree selection harvesting 
as occasional overstory trees succumb The statement quoted by the commenter will be changed to read 
'Mortallty would accelerate the successlonal proposdion to dominance by this type of maple ' Defoliation 
usually lasts only a few weeks during the spring and is followed by almost complete defoliation except for trees 
that die The increase in light intenslty levels an the forest floor is sporadic and gradual aver a period of years, 
not at all like the light intenslty changes of a clearcut, rather more llke a single-tree selection harvest or 
shehemood halvest There is no contradiction wlth the statement that clearcutting results in generally the same 
species composltion that existed in the previous overstory 

Letter 3981 EIS 3-1 11, paragraph 4 -Where has Individual tree selection in red oak stands resulted In stands of red maple, 
beech, ar hemloak in the central Appalachians of Virginia? Documentation please 

The cited reference is stating what most research has observed singletree selection cutting practices will result 
in stands composed almost entirely of shadetolerani species (Lofts 1591) A myear study of Appalachian 
hardwood stands (similar l o  the red oak-red maple type group) in West Virginia, using singletree selection is 
the closest known research In describing stand structure results, the study notes that generally the maples and 
beech have made a major increase in number of trees during the study period This occurred in stands where 
red oak and sugar maple were major components of the overstory (Lamson and Smlth 1991) References 
Regeneration of Upland Hardwoods with Single Tree Selection David L Lofts, USDA Forest Sewice, South- 
eastern Forest Experiment Station, at Uneven-aged Silviculture of Upland Hardwood Stands Workshop, Elacks- 
burg, VA 1591, Stand Development and Yields of Appalachian Hardwood Sands Managed with Single-Tree 
Selection for at Least 30 Years Neil I Lamson, H Clay Smlth, USDA Forest Service Northeast Forest Experiment 
Station Research Paper NE655 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS' 3-112, paragraph 2 - Add This necessrtates re-entering these stands and further manipulating and 
disrupting them wlth biocides, thinning activdies and other so-called timber stand improvements' I want this 
Issued addressed in the EIS, ecologically and economically and thoroughly 

Resp onse Timber stand Improvement treatments (El), also called intermediate cuttings) can occur in existing stands or 
regenerated stands throughout their Iiiespan. These treatments attempt to mimic natural processes, just as 
regeneration cuts simulate the natural disturbancesthat cause interruptions in the natural successional process 
TSI treatments help enhance the expression of dominance that certain trees ortree species exhiblt naturally TSI 
just does It quicker and allows some of the suppressed and intermediate trees to be utilized when there is a 
commercial treatment (I e , thinning or sanltation or salvage cut) TSI treatments can help to promote the overall 
representation of existing desired species In the siand by removing the Intolerant and pioneer species such as 
sassafras or black locust or red maple from their respective crown posltions sooner than would happen If left 
alone Generally only the highest quallty sltes beneflt substantially from such treatments, so the application is 
limlted in scope Most treatments are performed with hand tools, so impacts on remaining vegetation are 
minimal 

Letter 3984 Forest standard 996 lists your minimum level restocking standard as 150 spa for whlte pine and for hardwood 
stands, and 300 spa forthose stands designated as mixed pine-hardwood These are the minimums required 
I suggest as a minimum you take the lower end of the desired level. 250 spa for whlte pine and hardwood 
stands, 400 spa for mixed stands 
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Response These stocking levels were established in the Regional Guide forihe South (June 1984) Higher levels are more 
costly and are not justdied 

Letter 3984 

Response 

In any case, It is not made clear in standard 996 at exactlywhat point lnthe harvesting process the management 
type for regeneration is selected As I read the standard, you have enough flexibilrty to choose management 
type based on slte condltlons that you can cut a sale area, waltto see what grow8 back in lt, and call the result 
the intended goal 

The management type is determined when the prescribed treatment for the stand is made during the siie- 
specdic decision-making process This occurs before the stand Is regenersted 

Letter 4041 

Response 

W this is a National Forest, why are we logging II) 

One of the purposes ofthe National Forests isto providetimber tothe Nation (Multiple Use Susiained Meld Act). 

Letter 4042 

Response 

Free wood should be made available to the needy or volunteer organizations who are cutting for the needy 

Present policy allows exceptions to the charge fuelwood system on a case-by-case basis Such a decision is 
administrative and is not appropriate in the Revised Forest Plan 

Letter 4243 

Response 

I strongly suggest that the U S Forest Service continue to resist efforis to increase the amount of acreage of the 
National Forest for timber harvest and clearcutting and that continued management plans be adopted that 
provide the greatest protection of the watershed and wildlde. 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want awider array of uses, values, produck and condrtions 
from the Forest than in the past These addriional multiple uses include environmental and social values not 
traditionally identdied as multiple uses Such an identdication, however, Is not inconsistent wlth the definltion 
of 'multiple use in Section 4 of the the Multiple Use - Sustained Meld Act (MUSYA). 

'Multiple use' means the management of all the various resources on the national forest so that they are utilized 
in the combination that best meet the needs of the American people, making the most judicious use ofthe land 
for some or ail of these resources or related setvices over areas large enough to provide sufficient latltude for 
periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and condltions, that some land will be used for less 
than all ofthe resources: and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each wlth the 
other, wlthoutthe impairment ofthe producwiiy of the land, wiih consideration being given tothe relative values 
of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or 
the greatest unit output 

Alternative 8A was developed in recognltion that besides the tradltional multiple uses of timber, wildlde and 
motorized recreation, the Forest Service needs to provide amenrly values, such as aesthetics and remote. 
non-motorized recreation, as well as environmental condltions that promote healthy, diverse lands and water 
In providing this wider array, Alternative 8A is not fostering 'single use managemen? but is a 'multiple use' 
alternative 

Letter 184 

Response 

The National Forest System was created to provide a timber base for our countly. 

Although the authority to cut timber (the Organic Act of 1897) was In place when the Forest was chartered 
(I 918). timber was not a driving force behind the creation of the Forest, From The Lands Nobody Wanted' by 
Shands and Healy 'Land for these forests, which would later be combined to form the Forest, was acquired by 
the authoriiy of the Weeks Act In order to be considered. the land had to have e direct impact on a watershed.' 
And, paraphrased from 'Impacts of National Forests on the Forest Resources of the South' by Young and 
Mustian ThisdamagetothewatershedsledtothecreationoftheActof Marchl, 1911 - mostcommonly known 
as the Weeks Act This act helped solve two problems. It allowed land which was under private ownership to 
be purchased by the government, It also gavethe government the authoriiy to acquire land specdically forthe 
purpose of watershed protection. Paraphrased from page 30, 'Origins of the National Forests' edlted by Seen 
The first Weeks Law forest was established in 1916 Through 1923. ten more forests were established...all 
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justdled on their value as protectors of water flows. In 1924, the Clarke McNary Act added 'the produdon of 
timber 89 a purpose for forest acquisition, thus permdfing the purchase of land beyond the headwaters of 
navigable streams 

Letter 66 

Response 

Letter 13 

Response 

Timbering has not hurt the GWNF for the lasf 100 years, why now is it so harmful when rt 1s constantly managed. 

Timber management is not harmful, and it 1s a part of the Revised Plan. 

Government can stop the lumberman from cutting them down and leaving such a destrudon of them, we will 
not have any forest left to enjoy. 

Only a very small percentage of the Forest is harvested each year Regeneration of vegetation occur8 very 
rapidly. 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Harvest Systems - Be realistic, call for a mix of even-aged and uneven-aged system8 depending on species and 
site specdic information Use approximately 600 to Bw acres of clearcut, 25Wto 2900 acres of shelterwood. and 
3W acres of group selection (annual harvest acres) Use thinnings and group selection In the foreground of the 
highly sensdive roads 

Table 329 contains a breakdown of the estimated acres regenerated during the first decade by different 
regeneration harvest methods for the fourteen aiternatives 

Letter W 9  

Response 

Letter 3558 

Response 

Timber removal vs Timber cutting of naturally fallen trees obstructing trails is advisable. 

Trails will be maintained within available funding constraints Trees will be removed when it is cost effective to 
do so. 

Group selection cutting should be emphasized, site specdic cutting techniques should be emphasized or 
required 

Group selection Is not an appropriate or effective cuning method for a large forest acreage comprised primarily 
of oak species Even-aged management will be the predominate system 

Letter 3540 

Letter 3963 

Response 

The logging industly is very important to Highland County This Board strongly supports efforts to provide 
access to  timber products which are obtained wlth certain guidelines We encourage selective harvesting of 
timber which is damaged or diseased Clearcuning Is not afavored technique except as a last anernatwe, and 
then only in small track and the least visible areas Given the scenic nature of our area and the trend toward 
addltional tourism efforts, It is not desirable to allow cuts which will scar vistas such as the west slope of 
Shenandoah Mountain 

The Recorder, 27 Mar 1592. 'The forest needs to be managed differently for tourism than for logging I" not 
saying we should ban logging, but you should pay attention to where you're logging, and how much you log ' 

All alternatives recognize the scenic quallty of the Forest and the vlsual quallty objective (VQO) has been 
carefully mapped with a great deal of public input Certain areas are more visually sensitive than ethers, and 
the degree of vegetation manipulation is adjusted accordingly. 

Letter 2891 I believe that the slte, and 6118 alone, should dictate the management used Very poor sltes, wlth slte index of 
less than 50 or 60, should not be managed or harvested on, except for other uses, such as creating habtiat for 
wildlbe Bettersltes, site 70 or80, should all be managed fortimber, even d only on a long rotation, uneven aged 
basis. The only exceptions to this that I would support are immediately adjacent to high-intensdy recreation 
areas (Sherando Lake, etc) 
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Response 

Letter 2691 

Response 

The Forest cannot maintain a viable timber program if lands suitable for timber production are limited to highly 
productlve sites (site Indices of 70+). 

Management of the forest for wood products should be done on a site specific basis only. Lands should not be 
locked up merely because they are within view of highways or near creeks Harvesting methods are available 
that should be used In ail types of areas. 

Lands are not necessarily 'locked up' because they are in sensitive viewsheds or riparian areas There are 
restrictions on vegetative manipulation actlvitles that recognize the value of these Other resources and strive to 
protect them from adverse impacts 

Letter 2530 

Response 

My concerns haV8 to do wkh a number of dleturbing trends One is to allow more tree cunlng for lumber than 
is consistent with the needs of wildlife for suitable habitat. Once all or moln of the trees are out, what is left? 

Cutting is done to help develop desirable habitat condltions for several kinds of wildlife as well as for producing 
a continuous supply of timber products. Whenever aforest stand is harvested, provisions are taken for prompt@ 
establishing regeneration so there will always be trees 

Letter 3545 

Letter 4241 

Response 

No limber harvest of any kind (other than firewood cutting of dead wood along roads) should be allowed on 
lands classed as unsultable for timber harvest 

Lands deslgnated unsultable for timber management should not be subject to salvage unless there are 
compelling safety or biodiversity reasons to remove some mortality 

Lands unsultable for timber production are still being managed to achieve a desired future condmon. Projects 
involving timber harvesting on unsultable lands are evaluated to determine that such harvesting is necessary 
to protect or enhance muitiple use values other than timber production and that such harvesting is consistent 
wlth management direction for the management area 

Letter 3840 

ResDonse 

No site index 50 lands should be part of the timber sales or wildlrfe management. 

Generally this is a good Idea, especially for lands in Management Area 17 where Intensive timber management 
Is practiced to help achieve the desired future condition Often, however, In Management Areas 14, 15, or 16 
vegetation manipulation may be needed in areas of lower site productivity When timber harvest is a cost 
effective means of carrying out the vegetation manipulation, It will be used. 

Letter 3633 

ReSDOnSe 

Manage ai1 areas for efficient timber production and total environmental protection. 

The Revised Plan attempts to efficiently manage for timber production and other resouroe values on lands that 
are sultable for these uses In all cases the productivity of the land is not impaired. 

Letter 3984 

Response 

From Table A-1 your planning staff have assumed a ration of 7 05 board feet per cublc foot on the timber sold 
in the first ten years. I was surprised that the assumption was made without any discussion in the plan You may 
be misleading the timber companies into thinking that they will get more merchantable timber per acre than is 
really out there Measuring by cubic volume rather than board feet acts as a disincentive to allowing trees to 
grow to a diameter sufficient to be used as saw timber. 

Actually the oonversion is 6.98 board feet per cublc foot. This information is provided in preparation for the 
conversion to cublo measurement scheduled for FY 1993. Product size specdications and rotation ages will not 
change Trees will continue to grow to sawlimber size before they are harvested as sawlimber 
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Letters 737,l 150,1187,1188,1189,1190.1191,1192,1193.1387.1388,1389,1532,1533,1723,1934,1935,1936.1~7,1938.1939, 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2448,2449,2450, 
2760,2761,2762,3089,3090,3293,3294,3295,3296,3297.3298,3299,33M), 3301,33M, 33(u.~.3305,3306,3307,3308,3309, 
3310,3311,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317,3318,3319,4068.4073.4074,4075 

Shenemood and seed tree cutting are simply variations on clearcutting. Group selection 1s a lmle better, butthe 
plan should require Investation of a truly Slte-specmc selectlye technique 

Letters 3766,3827 

Response 

The plan should require Investigation of a truly slte spectfic selectlye technique 

Shenemood and seed tree cutting are even-aged management cuibng practices and in that sense are similar 
to clearcutting However, the appearance afler harvest does differ Altematrve 7,8A, 9, 11 and 13 of the FElS 
considerthe use of uneven-aged management practices of group selection and singletree selection Single tree 
selection is not an appropriate vegetative manipulation practice that can be effective In maintaining biological 
drversrty over extensive acreage of oak hickory forest. k can be elfeme in certain forest types occurlng on a 
slte specdic basis An akernative that utilizes uneven-aged management practices could be selected lo serve 
as the Revised Plan d It Is idenitfled as the akernatlve that maximizes net public benefil 

Lener 3840 

Response 

Salvage should bethe Same as for any timber harvest No special and confusing rules should apply No salvage 
may occur where a limber sale cannot occur 

Salvage is different than limber harvest of live timber Management requirements of CFR 219 27(d)(Z)(iii) 
recognize that established limlt of size of opening shall not apply to the size of areas harvested as a resun of 
natural catastrophic condltions such as fire, insect and disease attack. or windstorm. Both salvage and live 
timber sales can occur on lands unsultable for timber harvest d such harvesting is necessaly to protect or 
enhance muniple use values other than timber production and that such harvesting is consistent wlth manage- 
ment direction for the management area 

Letter 190 

Response 

The total of 6,263 acres treated is less than the proposed in Alternative 8 (8,553) but is concentrated in more 
efficient cutting systems Therefore, more volume and subsequently more revenue, is generated from fewer 
acres 

Table 3-29 in the FElS displaysthe estimatedthousands of acres10 be treated by akernatlveforthe first decade 
under the revision The text explains the dlfferances between the acres of even-agad regeneration harvest 
methods and uneven-aged regeneralion harvest methods. 

Letter 1552 

Response 

[Flaws to draft plan include] timber harvest in the name of 'wildide (game) mgmt' 

Timber harvest is an effective means of achieving various stages of forest succession (mixture of dmerent ages 
of vegetation) which provide desirable habitat condkons for numerous game species. Game animals are a 
resource that is managed on national forests 

Letter 4241 We urge that the Impact of timber managementactrvlties on the oak component and other hard mast-producing 
species be monkored carefully Research by Dr David Loftis indicates that even-aged timber management can 
greatly reduce the oak component of the forest. especially in high slte index stands Because gypsy moth 
defoliation and mortalrty varies conaderably in Its intensKy and distribution in the forest, the possibiirty exist8 
that It can actually stimulate advanced regeneration of oak on many sltes Regeneration plans should be 
developed for all timber harvests 

Response Regeneration of harvested stands Is carefully checked and resub will be monltored and repotted annually 

Timber Management 
RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY 

1-366 



RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY: Pestlclde Use 

Letter 279 

Letters 986,1153,1370.~7.2606,29M, 3739,3850 

[Suggest] reexamination of FS policy regarding chemical pesticides, herbicides, and defoliants 

Ellmlnate the use of chemical pesticides, herbicides. and defoliants. 

Letter1153 

Letter 1275 

Letter 1292 

Letter 1370 

Letter 1971 

Letter x)60 

Letter 2665 

Letter 2809 

Letter 3BM) 

Letter3981 

Letter 4001 

Letter 4048 

Letter 4050 

Letter 4 x 8  

Response 

The use of chemical defoliants, herbicides 8 pesticides should be banned immediately 

The use of pesticides and herbicides should be banned 

The use of herbicides, pesticides and chemical defoliants should be banned because of their insidious effects 
on forest health. 

Eliminate usage of pesticides. herbicides and defoliants 

[Eliminate] ail use of chemical pesticides and herbicides and defoliants These pollute the air, soil and water 
of the forest AND surrounding areas 

In general, no herbicides, pesticides, or fertilizers should be applied to GWNF lands. Exceptions may be 
considered to haR newly introduced exotics and pests on a caseby-case basis. This could also include 
biological control agents. once a thorough EA was performed. This would not include gypsy moth control 

Eliminate all use of chemical pestlcides and herbicides and defoliants 

I" against using chemical pesticides and especially defoliants in the GWNF, 

Maintain use of herbicides and pesticides. 

Eliminaie the usa of all chemical biocides 

Chemical pesticides and herbicides should not be used in the forest Gypmo should be allowed to run Its 
course. Grapevine should not be controlled 

I am supportive of treatment with pesticides 

All use of chemicals and wiidllfe controls must end 

Plgn - EPA recommends that the use of herbicides be llmlted to avoid potential so11 and water contamination 

Alternative 3 explores the quesfion of prohibiting the use of pestlcldes and other chemicals in the management 
of the Forest. Such a decision would entail changing existing national and regional policies established in 
previous decisions by the Chief and the Regional Forester. 

The Revised Plan does not make any decision to usa herbicides, insecticides, defoliants or other pesticides It 
merely pqrmllr, their use In accomplishing any project Prior to the use of any pesticide, a arte-specnic 
environmental analysis must be performed and the environmental consequences of utilizing any particular 
pesticlde in a project must be disclosed. Any sitespeclfic environmental analysis on the use of pesticides will 
be 'tiered' to the environmental disclosure in one or more of the following environmental Impact statements. 
Final Envimnmental Impact Statement - Appalachian Integrated Pest Management (NPM) - Gypsy Moth 
Demonstration Project, FinalEnwmnmental Impact Statementas Supplemented[in] 1985 - USDA Gypsy Moth 
Suppression and Emdication Pm/acts; and Final Enviwnmental Impact Statemant for Vegetabon Managemant 
in tfre Appalachian Mountains. 

The Forest Service reserves the right to usa chemicals approved by the Environmental Protection Agency and 
listed in the three environmental impact statemants when they can be correctly applied and when they are 
deemed appropriate by the deciding officer The Revised Plan contains standards that must be used whenever 
a deolslon Is madeto employ pesticides in a project designed to achievethe goals and objectives of the Revised 
Plan 
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Letter 1066 

Response 

Letter 3779 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

We would like to go on record as approving the use of harblclde in keeplng tralls free of brush, slnce the trail 
maintenance problem has Increased dramaucally due to the lm of canopy form Gypsy Moth damage. We feel 
this Is the beet use of dollars spent in dealing wlth the problem 

The decision to employ any herbicide on trail maintenance project8 muet ba within the appropriate aandards 
in the Revised Forest Plan and based on slte-specific environmental analysis Uered to the Final Envimnmenlal 
Impact Statement for Vegetabon Management in the Appalachian Mounlalns. 

'Permanent wildlife openlngs are maintained by mowing or burning or selective herbicide treatment' p 2-107 
Herbicides have residual end unknown effects at many levels and should not be used at any time in any erea 
where biodiversity is desired (Remember Agent Orange in the rather recent past) 

The Revised Plan provides standards governing the use of herbicides Herblcldes will not be used until a slte 
speclfic analysis Is made which involves public input 

Pg 2-119, [Standard] #M)5 - Remove 'including herbicides' language. 

Pg 2-119, [Standard] #EO6 - Remove 'including herblcldes' language. 

Use of herbicides will remain as a viable alternative for post and prehalvest site preparation. 

MA 20 [Standard] 727 Aerial application of herbicide should only be allowed when other methods are 
uneconomical Ground spraying provides the chemical only at the needed point and not over the entire area. 
Hand clearing should also be evaluated economically 

Aerial application 16 the method the least commonly used on the Forest and is resiricted to major skes. Utiikias 
are commonly striving to establish plant communlties that will require minimum maintenance. In many cases, 
broadcast application is detrimental to that effolt. However, there are cases where to minimize negative vlsual 
impacts, utillties were located in remote areas, lacking reasonable ground acce88 In those areas, aerial 
application is acceptable 

RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY: Water Quality, Soil Productivity and Air Quality 

Letter 57 

Response 

Abandoned farm tracts will most likely need erosion control, soil protection, and perhaps some planting. 

Before abandoned farm tracts are acquired, areas of eroding soil will be inventoried After acquisltion, these 
eroding lands will be improved and maintained 

Letter 55 Roads should not be cut through the forest because cutting new roads would only facilltate timbering and RV 
use in the forest, two disrupting causes of erosion 

Management of system roads under the Forest Se~ ioe  preferred alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 FOREST ACCESS 

Alternatives 3,9, 11 and 13 provide a more positive responselothese concarns by limltlng or prohiblting system 
road construction and having e more aggressive road closuie policy than Alternative 8A These four alternatives 
are considered in detail in the FEIS. Any one of these alternatives will be selected as the Revised Plan by the 
Regional Forester d lt is identdied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefrts 

Response 

Letter 57 Emphasize watershed and soil protection Depend more on erosion-free skidding methods, ridge top location 
of roads, and fewer roads 

All watersheds are managed using standards designed to protect and maintain the beneficial uses of water and 
to maintain long-term soil productivlty Monltorlng ensures that standards are implemented and are effective 

Response 
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Letter 78 

Letter 738 

Letter 1638 

Letter 2216 

Letter 2319 

Letter 2329 

Letter 3537 

Letter 3547 

Letter 3582 

Letter 3630 

Letter 3840 

Lener 3684 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3921 

Response 

Roads are not permilled in riparian areas except at designated crossings uniese alternative routes have been 
reviewed and rejected as more envlronmenialty damaging New local roads are closed and managed as linear 
wildlne openings when resource activlty Is completed, unlese the road is needed for recreetionai use 

Watersheds Immediately above municipal water supply Impoundments should be placed in MA 3 

Protect watershed areas, since all downstream areas depend on this. 

The crdicel nature of soil erosion control end water quallty management around all tributaries of the Bulfalo and 
Upper Pedlar Rivers can not be over emphasized Establish extensive riparian protection zones around all 
tributaries of these rivers, both more extensive end more protective than the mlnlmum required by the Stream- 
side Management Zones normally utilized lor public water supplies under beat management practices 

The watershed protection of the preferred plan is non-existent This wa8 the original impIu8 for the creation of 
the natlonal forests. No areas are speciiied lor this purpose. 

I am concerned about the effect 01 cutting wood around our water supply. For Alleghany County, I am also 
concerned about 11s water supply, a lot of which comes from the Clmon Forge reservoir 

Be conscientious of the fact that the George Washington National Forest in Amherst County makes up a 
signllicant portion of the watershed for two local water supplies. the Buffalo River for Amherst County and the 
Pedlar Rivor for the Clty of Lynchburg 

The preferred alternative should be emended to provide Management Area 3 protection lo a minimum of 35,oOo 
acros similar to those protected in Alternative 9 

Give more consideration to the management of land around municipal watersheds This is an area that is atill 
being much neglected In the GWNF. 

Land use in the Upper Pedlar River Watorshed should be limned to activdies which will not effect the water- 
sheds wator qualdy lt IS crlticel that maximum water quallty protection be provided to the Upper Pedlar River 
and Buffalo River Watersheds (Federally owned land in these watersheds include Brown Mtn., Shady Mtn , 
Panther Mtn., Floyd's Mtn , Mt Pleasant. Bald Knob, Fork Mtn , Clark Gap, Grapevine Ridge, and Piney Mtn) 
The Forest Service should, at a minimum, establish extenswe riparian protection zones around all tributaries of 
these rivers, and thot they be both more oxtenslve end more protect,ve than the minimum required by the 
Streamside Management Zones normally utilized lor public water supplies under bost management practices. 

The Butlalo River is the primary drinking water source for the Town of Amherst and a future supply for the 
Amherst County Service Authorlty. while the Peldar River is the primary drinking water source for the Clty of 
Lynchburg. We request that the Final Forast Management Plan provide comprehensive water quaifly protection 
to the federally owned lands in tho Buffalo and Pedlar Watorsheds This should include the establishment of 
extensive riparian protect on zonas around all tributaries of these rivers. and that they be both more extenswe 
and more protective than the minlmum required by the Streamside Manegoment Zones normally utilized for 
public water supplies under best management practices 

Some watershed oreas above municipal water supplies should be placed in MA 3 

MA3 should be employed to protoct water qualdy in watersheds and ripar.an aroas 

All strooms shown as 'wild trout' streams should be managed under MA 38 This MA should also apply to all 
streams whlch lead into municipal water supply impoundments. 

This akernatwe [#E]  allows for timbor harvest, but focuses on the issues and resources for which the eastern 
national forests were established Watershed and soil protection were malor roosons that national forest lands 
were bought from timbercompanios whlch had pillaged tho land Your plan should provide more protection for 
streams. wotlends, and soils. 

To addross this concern. riparian araos wdh set minimum widths end no timber harvesting are prescribed in a 
numbor of aHernatives Management Area t9A, which IS used in Allernative 2. requires widths of 100 feet. 
Management Area 198, which is used in Alternative 7, has ripanan widths of 100 feet on wild trout streams and 
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Letter 135 

Letter 190 

Letter 2685 

Letter 2899 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3643 

Response 

53 feet on other streams. while Management Area 19C. used in Akernabves 6.11 I and 13, doubles these widths 
Management Area 19D. which is used in Alternative 9. requires 2oofwt riparian widths 

In the preferred alternative, the widths of riparian management areas (Management Area 18) are determlned 
using natural features of landform, soils, and vegetation, rather than set arbdrary distances. This will ensure 
protection and enhancement of the actual riparian dependent resources and ecosystem functioning Even the 
narrowest riparian management areas will be protected by finer slriw, shade 8111~8. and vehicle excluston zones 
of ai least €6 feet from each bank. 

Vegetative management occurs in riparian management areas only d consistent wlth the desired future condi- 
tion of those areas. Riparian management areas are sumble for timber management only if they are adjacent 
to sultable lands in Management Areas 13, 14.15,16. or 17 and do not include nativetrout streams Moreover, 
only those portions of these riparian management areas that extend beyond €6 feet from a bank are suitable 
Salvage of dead and dying timber is allowed only on a sltespecdic basis and only dthe desired future condnion 
can be met Logging IS MI permmed in stream beds 

Riparian areas bordering and upstream from municipal water supply i e ~ e ~ ~ i r ~  are in Management Area 18C. 
which places special emphasis on water qualdy and is classdied as unsudable for timber management 
Lakeside management zones bordering these reservoirs are widened to 100 to 20(3 feet, depending on land 
slope, and are also unsuitable for mber  management. 

lntermment streams are protected by finer str.ps, shade strips. and vehda exclusion zones of at leas1 33 feet 
from each bank 

Limestone aquders are protected by standards that include buffers around drainages into caves, sinkholes, and 
cave collapse areas 

In Management Area 18. roads are not permlhed in riparian areas except at designated crossings unIe68 
aiiernative routes have been reviewed and rejected as more environmentally damaging A N  trails are prohibfi- 
ed in riparian management areas except at designated crossings 

Monltoring insures that protective standards are implemented and effective. Effectiveness of streamside man- 
agement zones for protecting streams is evalJated through monltoring of aquatic macroinvertebrates. which 
includes habltat assessment. 

A water management zone is necessary to protect water qualdy, not just t/2 mile corridor Restrictions must be 
resigned not only i o  protect water directly by keeping logging away from streams but also Indirectly by keeping 
logging away from the areas that Influence water and groundwater, like steep slopes and aquifer recharge 
areas 

There is no signdicent change in the accelerated soil erosion caused by humans, the soil reaching streams, or 
the water yield between alternatives 8 and 12 

The increase in roads can only increase erosion and siltage of our waterways and reservoim, 

I note that An 8 has the 5th highest rate of man-caused erosion among the 13 an plans studied I examined the 
EIS to determine sources of erosion, I found that AH 8 has the second highest amount of roadbuiidlng among 
the aits. 

[Anernalive 121 provides more management activities while no signdicant changes occur In erosion, sedimenia- 
lion or water yield. 

Soil erosion would be reduced to 48 percent with Anernalive 10 as compared to Alternative 6. 

There are only small differences in water yields between alternatives And in no alternative are soil erosion or 
sedimentation at levels that would degrade long-term soil productivity or have signdicant adverse effeots on 
beneficial uses of streams 
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In the FEIS, the Forest Service preferred aiternative has a reduction in the number of miles of road construction 
needed to support the timber sale program This In turn considerably reduces estimated erosion and human- 
caused sedlmentafion. See Chapter 3 of the FEE for details 

Letter 885 

Letter 3785 

Response 

Soil siabilily 8 conservation should be priority one 

It is important that the Forest be harvested in a sustainable manner lt is our obligation that our children inherlt 
a forest wlth as good soil as we have inherited 

Standards in the Revised Plan are designed to minimize soil erosion and maintain long-term soil producthnily, 
in conformance wlth the requirements of the National Forest Management Act end wlth the concept of managing 
ecosystems to sustain both their diversity and productivity while providing for muitiple uses 

Leer  1546 

Response 

Letter 2572 

Response 

I found no discussion of air quallty degradation from the increased w e  of vehicles in the Forest under the 
ddferent a b  

There is no measurable difference in air quallty under the dMerent alternatives 

Thetimber program alone will cause 23,wO tons of soil to be eroded from the mountains and continue to choke 
biological communbies in our rivers, streams and the Chesapeake Bay 

The Draft EIS estimated for Alternative 8 an annual average of 23,213 tons of sediment reaching streams from 
Forest land. About 86% cf this total is natural sediment Most of the rest is from roads, of which only part can 
be attributed to the timber program In the FEIS, the sediment total for the preferred alternative Is lowered 
Considerably due to a reduction in the estimated road construction needs for timber harvests. 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Excessive so11 compaction and nutrient loss are both resub of this Plan. (EIS, 394) 

The EIS concludes that there are no nutrient losses severe enough to lower productivlty over the short or long 
term, nor Is soil compaction severe enough to resun in long-term reductions In so11 productwity 

Letter 2891 

Response 

Letter 3716 

Response 

I belmve the forest should be managed for many dltferent uses Primary is the storage of rainfall and for water 
qualily 

The Forest is managed using standards designed to protect and maintain the beneficial uses of water, in 
compliance wlth the Clean Water Act The hydrologic function of the Forest is maintained 

From a water quality perspective, [a] substantial increase of clear-cut acreage (from 30010 29w) could produce 
up to 30 tons of soil loss per acrelyear (dependent on slope, soil type, and sediment delivery ratio). The deposlt 
of this soil and nutrient downstream will signlficantly alter the balance of freshwater ecosystems already In 
threat 

The estimated acreagesto be regenerated through clearcutting is the same for Alternative EA, the Forest Service 
preferred alternative In the DEIS, as for Aiternative 8, the preferred alternative in the DEIS 

Letter 3883 

Letter 3883 

Maximum feasible forest growth on public lands will contribute to air quallty by consumption of carbon dioxide 
Increase of forest foliage should be a major goal of forest management and silviculture specialists GWNF 
should also llmlt fossil fuel consumption by avoiding non-essential uses of heavy equipment and vehicles 
Non-motorized recreational activities by forest visltors should be encouraged: motorized activltles should not 
be. 

GWNF should facilitate silvicukural experimentation work related to doubling of atmospheric concentration of 
carbon dioxide 

I - 371 Water Ouality, Soil Produclivity and Alr Quality 
RESOURCE SUSTAlNABlLllY 



Response Discussion of the alternative's effects on carbon dioxide and foasil fuel consumption are considered to be 
outside the scope of the analysis, since they were not identilled as slgniflcant Imues that needed to be 
addreased in order to make a reasoned decision. NEPA a h  eaten that 'documents mud concentrate on the 
Issues that ara Vuly significant to the action In question, rather than on amassing needless detail' (40 CFR 
lW.l).The IDteam hasdetermlnedthatadlscusslonoftheseeffectslsnotslgnificanttotheactionlnquestion 

Letter 3887 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

We are concerned about water quality and flow in the North River. Even though the river and Its tributary, Dry 
River, both originate In the national forest, the water qual@ Is qulte good until the streams reach farm and 
developed land. Since the environmental problems related to thls river are downstream of the QWNF, thls 
Indicates pasi forest land management practices have protected the river We are pleased that the new plan 
shows no slgnficant change from these practices and that the watershed will continue to be managed in a 
manner that will ensure good water qualdy 

One of the objectives of the Revised Plan 1s to maintain water quality, so that beneficial uses of water are 
protected. 

EIS' 5123. paragraph 5 -We need some discussion on decreases in water yield from evaporation of exposed 
soils and Increased water needsofyoungfastgrowingvegetation Also, effects of harvest on watertemperature. 
Increase water yield is synonymous with increase run off. What are the environmental effects of these increase 
erosional even18 - on terrestrial and aquatic biodiversdy? 

Research shows that the reduction in transpiration resulting from tree removal far outweighs any counterbaianc- 
ing effects, such as increased direct evaporation from soils, and results In an Increase In water yield. This 
Increased water yield does not equate to Increased erosional events. it reflects increased soil moisture and 
increased flow In stream channels, not Increases in overland flow. The EIS indicates that differences In water 
yield between alternatives are qutte small. An assessment of the effects of timber harvests on water tempera- 
tures was added to the EIS. 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 5124, paragraph 3 ~ Alternative 3 is said to have the lowest yield -yield here defined as a mere reflection 
of timber harvest What are the effects on water yield of the more extensive fires earlier stated to occur under 
Alternative 3 managemenr What are the water yield effects of an extensive unbroken canopy (less ground and 
stream evaporation, cloud attractivdy, etc )? 

Water yields from fires are dflicult to predict The EIS, however, Indicates that, while fires may be larger under 
Alternative 3, the risk of fires would be less, due to decreased management activity. Research comparing 
harvested watersheds to fully canopied untreated watersheds showed increased water yieldsfrom the harvest- 
ed watersheds 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS. 3.125, paragraph 1 . lt is stated that ' .timber harvesting has negligible effects on flood levels In large 
streams' There is also research that shows the opposlte - state and document this What is meant by 'large'? 
What about flooding In small streams? 

As indicated in the EIS, because only a small percentage of the Forest Is cut in a given year, effects will be 
negligible for any watershed, large or small 

EIS. 3.125, paragraph 6 - lt is stated' forest management activlties do not measurably impact the ground water 
resource' Research reveals otherwise This section needs to be developed if tables showing the effects of 
dflerent alternatives on run off yield and sedimentation can be calculated, the same should be done for 
groundwater 

Because groundwater is subsurface, it Is much more difficult to model effects on It As stated in the EIS, 
groundwater aqutfers on the Forest are generally of limned extend, having lltUe influence on deeper regionally 
Important aqutfers Limestone aqutfers ere protected by standards that Include buffers around drainages into 
caves, sinkholes, and cave collapse areas 
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Letters 3985.3986 

Letters 3985, 3986 

Letters 3985,3988 

Response 

The flanks of Crewtord Mountain are mentiai to the health of the streams, springs, and aquifers whlch are 
recharged by the forested areas of the mountain. 

Sillhouse Run watershed and surrounding lands In the mcdnied remote highlands or wildernew recommenda- 
tion would best protect it and similar streams which feed Jennings Branch, a native trout stream 

These water rasources are becomlng all the more valuable economically and as regards environmental con- 
cerns. 

All watersheds are managed using standards designed to protect and maintain the beneficlal uses of water, in 
compllance wRh the Clean Water Act. Monnorlng ensures that standards are Implemented and are effective. 
Rlparlan areas of all streams on the flanks of Crawford Mountain are classtlied a8 unsultable for timber 
management 

Letter 3547 

Response 

We urge you, in the final plan, to giva more conslderation to ground water recharge. 

The Revised Plan Includes standards to protect water resources In sinkholes and caves. The EIS consluded that 
management practices will not measurably impact groundwater resources 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EiS 3-94 - Compactlon - State exactly what is meant by 'long-term' and 'Significanr. Even-age management 
with heavy machinery and road construction are very much dmerentfrom custodlal management of wilderness - So then how can all alternatives be equal In this so11 regard 

Maintaining long-term productivity means not degrading productivity from one rotation to the next. The DElS 
does not say that all alternatives are equal in compaotion, bul that no alternatwe causes soil compactlon that 
results in long-term reductions In so11 produotlvity. This Is due to lower clay content and stony condltions In the 
so11 and to requirements for ripping, discing. and revegetating compacted travelways (skid trails, temporary 
roads, and log landings) In timber sales 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

EIS. 3-94 - Nutrient LosslCycling -This section is entirely Inadequate and needs to be developed in greater 
detail and depth. What exactly is 'short. and 'long term'? 'Most temperate soils' is so vague as to be virtually 
useless. What about the thin poor stony soils of the QWNF? What about localized losses? Where's the slte 
specific Information and considerations? How long are 'long rotations' What about soil microbes and fungi? 

This section was expanded in the FEIS 

Plan - €PA recommends that priority watersheds for improvement be ldentrfied This may best be donethrough 
Management Area 3 

Watershed improvement needs are listed and priorltlzed in e watershed improvement needs inventory. Because 
projeot areas are constantly being added to the list as they are identlfied and deleted after they are treated, It 
1s impractical to Include this inventory In the Revised Plan These watershed improvement needs are generally 
localized, and do not Involve entire watersheds LMie River, the one watershed that has been identified as being 
in a degraded condition, is designated a speclal management area (Management Area 21) 
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RESOURCE SUSTAINABILITY: Hazards of WlldRre 

Lener 3883 GWNF should be adequately funded and organized for &&Ne fire fighting and fire prevention, Including 
public education. Prescribed burns and natural fires which are considered beneficial are not intended to be 
excluded, but their emission of carbon dioxide and other pollutants should be factored into the decislon- 
making 

The programmatic analyss for the reviMon provides the basis for adequate funding to meet normal fire year 
needs Project-level planning for prescribed fires invokes the conslderation of smoke management 88 part of 
burning parameters 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS. 3-99, paragraph 4 ~ Add to last sentence 'and where natural lightning fires burn.' Paragraph 7 -Add 'They 
will also be malntained by management of large areas where a natural fire regime is allowed.' 

LlS. 3-1 00, paragraph 6 -Add 'or H natural fires are allowed to burn'. 

None of the aRernaUves employ the widaspread use of 'natural fire' 88 a management praotlce. The natural role 
of fire in most of the ecosystems on the Forest is unknown and in need of further research The Forest Botanist 
and Forest Wildirfe Biologist will be coordinating wlth the Virginia and West Virginia Division of Natural HerHage 
Program to considerthe use of prescribed fire in those natural communlties that are knownto be fire-dependent 
Such use, however, will be based on sds-specAc analysis and disclosure 

While Alternative 3 does not have a'naturalfire' or 'let burn' policy, H is assumed that the suppression response 
of confinement would be used more oflen than containment or control lt is, however, difficult to prediot, beyond 
professlonal speculallon, what the outcome of this policy would be in llgM of the increased fuels created by 
gypsy moth defoliation and subsequent mortallty 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 €IS. 3-32, paragraph 2 - Add 'However, uplands such as the land presently occupied by the GWNF recelved 
link pressure from man '[See pg 3-51. 

This paragraph deals wdh the use of fire, not the settlement pattern. This suggested sentence is not pertinent 
to this discussion. 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3-33, paragraph 5 - Add 'Alternative 3 does not necessarily allow the development of fuels beyond other 
ahernatlves since natural fires can be expected l o  burn f. 
The natural fire regime promoted by Alternative 3 is substantlally dmerent than the conddions imposed by 
controlled burns - the EIS should document this 

None of the alternatkes employ the widaspread use of 'natural fire' as a management practice The natural role 
of fire In most of the ecosystems on the Forest Is unknown and In need of further research The Forest Botanist 
and Forest Wiidlrfe Biologist will be coordinating wlth the Virginia and West Virginia Division of Natural Herdage 
Programto considertheuse of prescribedfireinthosenalurai communitiesthatareknorrnto befirsdependent. 
Such use, however, will be based on slte-specific analysis and disclosure. 

While Alternative 3 does not have a'naturalfire'or'let burn' policy, lt isassumed thatthesuppression response 
of confinement would be used more often than containment or control. It Is, however, difficult to predict, beyond 
professional speculation, what the outcome of this policy would be in light of the increased fuels created by 
gypsy moth defoliation and subsequent mortaltly 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 [€IS 332. paragraph 2 -1 Also, 'Summer burns are not necessariiy more intense -they occur usually during 
rainstorms, and vegetatlon is onen drier in the winter and fail' [See Chnstman] 

The part of the sentence dealing wdh the more intense summer burns has been removed from the FElS Response 
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Letter 3981 EIS. 333, paragraph 5. Add 'However, reduced motorized access under Anernatwe 3 can also be expecled to 
reduce the number of human caused lgnltions 

€IS 334. paragraph 1 -Change and/or add something like Since most man-caused fires are not due to anon, 
changes In access patterns and degree of access will affect frequency and extent of flres' I want thls Issue 
addressed - Anernalive 3 may greatly diminish anthropogenic lgnltions 

The Forest has a relatively small percentage of arson flres compared to most national lorests In the Southern 
Region In 1591, for instance. only 35% of the wildfires were attributable to anon. 

R Is unlikely that reduced access In Aiiernattve 3 would reduce the number of man-caused fires, anhough ii 
mlgM affect their IocBtlons Arguably, the local opposbon to the management pollciss In Anernatwe 3 would 
resun In an Increase In arson However, in elther case, nether theory can be substantiated 

Letter 3981 

Response 

MINERALS Avallabllity of Minerals 

Letter 279 

Letters t 153,3739 

[Suggest1 a ban on mineral exploration and development 

No more mineral extraction in existing roadless areas 

Eliminate salvage sales, mineral extraction, and mineral extraction in existing roadless areas. 

We are concerned by the statements on 240. '252 Roadless areas are available lor oil and gas leasing wilh 
controlled surface use stipulations. These areas are available for other leasable minerals and common variety 
minerals on a caseby-case basis' This sounds like inadequate protection of potential wilderness areas. 

Above areas [LMle Rwer, Mi Pleasant, MAS 9 or 1381 are not available for oil and gas leasing or common 
mineral extraction 

I am absolutely opposed to mining and quarry extraction activities. 

Mineral leasing should not be permkied in the special biological or wilderness areas which make up the bulk 
of the forest Congressional action should be sought to rescind existing rights in those areas Mineral leasing 
could occur around the periphery of the forest. subject to st~pulations for minimal surface Impact, preferably no 
surface occupancy. 

All mineral extraction must end. 

National Forests are pan of the Nation's mineral resource base Mineral exploration and development are pan 
01 the mix of benellts provided by the Forest The Federal mineral resource on the Forest 1s the public's mineral 
resource The Forest has a responslbillty to provide for management of thls resource, just as t has for other 
resources 

Congress has provided for minerals management on each National Forest This fact Is reflected in the laws 
governing mineral leasing and the mineral policies of the Depaltments of Agriculture and Interior. For example, 
the production of minerals, when present and available, Is avalld use ofthe George Washington National Forest 
under the Mineral Leasing A d  of August 7, 1947 (51 Stat 91330 U S  C 351-59) 

The Regional Forester has the aulhorlty l o  request, but not to withdraw, large areas of the George Washington 
National Forest from operation of Federal mineral laws. Such a change In status must be accomplished by the 
Bureau of Land Management wlth Congresslonal oversight Anernalive 3 was formulated on the assumption that 
the Regional Foresterwould requestthat all lands be made unavailable for mineral enlry Since such wholesale 
wlthdrawals would not be compatible with balanced resource management envisioned by Congress for the 
National Forests, the IDTeam believes thatthe likelihood of the entire George Washington National Forest being 
wlthdrawn is very low 

Lener 2337 

Letter 3733 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3929 

Letter 4001 

Letter 4050 

Response 
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Aiternatives 3,6,8A, 9,10,11 and 13 recommend varying amounta of roadless areas for wilderness study. The 
ID Team believes that the most likely way to have roadless areas withdrawn from mineral entry is to have them 
designated as wilderness through Congressional action with mineral withdrawal as part of the legislation 

Ahernatlves 3,6, EA, 9, IO, 11 and 13 are consldered in detail in the FEIS. The Regional Forester will select one 
of these alternatives to serve as the Revised Pian il it is IdenMied an the aiternative that maximizes net public 
benefits 

Letter 57 Ideally all mineral mining should be prohibited on National Forest. There is too much dlsturbanoe, too many 
roads, and too much of forest and sde destroyed by the actwity. Strip mining must be strictly prohibited st the 
very least 

97% ofthe forest continuesto be open to mineral extraction (Plan, 2-7). Add to this the 200,WI acres of prhrately 
owned claims in wilderness areas and virtualh/ the entire forest 1s open to mineral development. No mineral 
eXbaction should be allowed In any wilderness, sensitive biological or roadless area, as it Is not conducive to 
any of the values of the forest (EIS, 363) 

To say that 97% of the Forest is open or available for mineral activities does not mean that 97% of the Forest 
will be disturbed or mined. To those people not familiar with mineral resources, figures likethese may conjure 
up the false impression that most of the Forest is in danger of being mined However, mineral depostts suitable 
for development are scarce and highly localized Lass than 1% of the Forest can ever be expected to be mined 
Mining is a temporary disturbance and mined area will be reforested and reclaimed. 

Exploration for minerals requires that large areas be searched. Most of the searching of these large area does 
not disturb the ground surface lt is done by 1) analysis of satellite images. remote sensing images, aerial 
photos, 2) geologic mapping, and 3) study of existing data from previous exploration or mining. 

Based on analysis of a large area, one or a few small areas may appear promising for actual sampling. Some 
sampling or drilling may occur. Most searches are abandoned at this point as not worthy of further efforts If a 
discovery is made, then the mineral may be extracted Areas needed for mineral extraction ere relatively small 
and isolated features on the vast acreage of the Forest When the minlng is completed, Forest Service 
regulations require that the area be reclaimed 

Wilderness areas are formally withdrawn from mineral entry. On this Forestthere are no'prhrately owned claims' 
or outstending or reserved mineral rights in any existing wilderness. The M0,WO acres of privately owned 
minerals on the George Washington National Forest are outside of exlsting wilderness The Mining Law of 1872 
does not apply to the Forest No mining claims under the 1872 Mining Law can be filed in the wilderness or any 
other part of the Forest. 

The Regional Forester has the authority to request, but not withdraw, large areas of the George Washington 
National Forest from operation of federal mining laws Such a change In status must be accomplished by the 
Bureau of Land Management wlth Congressional oversight in view ofthis, the ID Team believes that the most 
effective way to pursue withdrawal of biological areas and roadless areas from mineral entry would be to have 
the Regional Forester withdraw the smaller biological areas under his authority and recommend all roadless 
areas for wilderness study Assuming that Congresslonai action would be forthcoming, these roadless areas 
(which include most of the larger biological areas) would presumably be wtthdrawn from mineral entry as part 
of the wilderness designation through Congressional legislation Alternatives 3 and 9 pursue such a course by 
recommending all roadless areas for wilderness and withdrawing ail the remaining biological areas within the 
Regional Forester's aulhortly 

Unlike vegetation, wiidllfe and other surface resources, for which there are comparatively good inventories, 
much of the mineral resource is hidden In the earth if mineral resources are to be a part of multiple use 
management, then the Revised Pian must build some flexibility into the management of surface resources. This 
flexibility would accommodate the few occa~ions when a valuable mineral depcslt might be discovered on the 
Forest For many management areas, there needs to be the flexibility to allow for some exploration and 
development 

Letter 2665 

Response 
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Letter 1064 Although there 1s not a current high demand for mlnerals In the Forest. the long-range Plan ehould antiolpata 
the pwlbllity of a drastic increase. The Plan should Include a clear, strong poilcy to conserve the land surfece, 
protecting it from roads, struciures. gas llne clearings, and quarries Specnlc wllclas should be' 
(1) not renewing current leases as they expire. 
(2) condemning or purchasing privately held mineral rights within the Forest. 
(3) ellmlnatlng mineral leases and acilvltles from blologlcally senstlive areas. 
(4) not allowing any surface activrty 

The Revlsed Plan conialns standardsto protecithe land surface and resources. To not allow any surface acthrlty 
would be to prohibit all mlnlng acilvltles. Some surface activity 1s needed by any iype of mlnlng. Surface 
disturbance wlll be minimized, but cannot be totally ellmlnated. 

To prohibit gas development on all leased lands would require the government to break legal agreements and 
would constitute a 'taking' of minerals rights granted to the 1e88eas. Such an acilon would involve more 
compensation than just releasing the leasea from paying the annual fee forthe lease The ID Team bellevesthat 
the 'taking' of lease rlghia from the people and companies holding the leases would not be In the public interest 
The exploration and development of the public's natural gas resources to meet public demands for natural gas 
Is In the public Interest 

The purchase of 2M),ooO acres of prbate mineral Interest8 within the Forest 1s not justillable under current 
conditions The management areas In which most of these acres are located recognize mineral exploration and 
development as part of the multiple use In that management area, 

Mineral development can take place In blologlcally sensitbe areas In a manner harmonlous wlth other valued 
resources Through the Federal leasing process, the Forest has extensive controls over all aspects of mineral 
leasing, lncludlng the siting, deslgn and reclamation Management areas encompass large acreages, not all of 
which are critical to the enhancement of unique blologlcal communltles The Controlled Surface Use stlpula- 
tlons, and other controls, enable the Federal governmentto permlt mineral development In such a mannerthat 
the special blologlcal values of various management areas can be protected 

Response 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Minerals. Keep as in Alternatlve 12 

The specific mineral dlrecilon varies by management area objectives. The only way to retain the same mineral 
policy as In Alternative 12 would beto select Alternative 12 or another abrnatlve wlth slmllar management area 
allocations. Anernatlve 12 1s consldered In detail In the FElS and will be selected by the Regional Forester as 
the Revlsed Plan il It Is Identified as the alternative that 'maximizes net public benefits'. 

Letiel 3545 

Response 

Mineral extraction should be reserved for areas classed as sultable for timber harvest. 

Mineral extraciion needs to be where the mineral resource 1s located The location of mineral resources 1s 
unrelated to the location of lands sultable for timber production. Unlike timber, for which we have a good 
Inventory, much of the mineral resource is hidden in the earth if mineral resources are to be a real part of 
multiple use management, then the Revised Plan muat bulld some flexibility Into the management of surface 
resources. This flexlblllty Is needed to accommodate the few occaslons when a valuable mineral deposrt might 
be dlscovered on the Forest That means for many management areas, there must be flexlbllity to allow for 
exploration and some development 

Leilers 2904,361 t 
We fully support the Forest Service's position that the desired future condltlon 1s to continue to offer opportunl- 
ties to explore for and develop mineral deposrts wdhin the Forest. Therefore, the adoption of a Plan Anernah 
should provide for access to the maximum acreage defined as Leasing Generally Available. When for justiilable 
reasons hlghly sensltlve end slgniilcant areas are needed to be protecied, private owners of mineral rights must 
be falrly compensated. 
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Response The Revised Plan provides acreage for oil and gas exploration where current Interest indicated highest Iikeli- 
hood for leasing interest The Revised Plan also provldes for leaslng of other minerals in the Forest Any Taking' 
of private minerals would require compensation at fair market value 

The development of minerals needs to occur in a manner that is harmonious wlth other resource values This 
philosophy is consistent with the policies of the Departmenis of Agriculture and Interior 

MINEMLS: Fluld Minerals 

Letter 3710 NRDC submrts that the enhre concept of oil and gas development on the GWNF needs to be rethought and 
planned wlth the same attention and care as the forest has given 118 timber program We question whether such 
development is appropriate at all on an easiern forest like the George Washington, renowned for its natural 
attributes and surrounded by private land subject to development of all types as market forces may dictate 

The entire concept of oil and gas development on the Forest has been rethought and planned wlth due attention 
and care That rethinking and planning is part of the revision process 

Eastern consumption of natural gas has created major gas fields in distant slates and thousands of miles of 
pipelines and other facillties In other parts of the countly Equity suggests Eastern consumers share at least a 
small poltion of the environmental impacts of meeting their natural gas demands 

Mineral resources do not follow publiclprivate boundaries. Natural processes determine where mineral re- 
sources are located Wlth more than one million acres, the Forest has a responsibility l o  manage this major 
exploration base The scope and diversky of the Forest's exploration base is Incomparable to any private 
landowner near the Forest 

Response 

Most of the private land surrounding the Forest consisis of towns, residential property, and farms Many private 
landowners, and their neighbors, do not want mineral development In their backyard lt is becomlng Increasing 
difficult for private landowners to exercise their property rights and l o  start any new mining projects on private 
land. 

Exploration for minerals requires that large areas be searched. Mineral deposlts sultable for development are 
scarce Areas needed for mineral extraction are relatively small and isolated features on the vast acreage of the 
Forest 

Letter 3710 The new planning documents [do not] offer any rationale for [an] extensive leasing program or the lack of more 
proteciive measures 

The only rationale presented for such an extensive leasing program is the possibility of ralsing addltional 
revenue In 1982, $726,000 was raised and, in 1990, $55,OW was raised. DEIS, E 4  The proposed plan argues 
that forest revenues can be increased at no environmental cost. since It is unlikely that the leases will be 
developed This is absurd No commercial enterprise is going to invest in an oil or gas lease from the forest 
unless R contemplates at least a possibility of development And the impacts could severely compromise all of 
the consewation benefrts that this round of timber planning has finally promised to the forest 

Environmental values would be comprised unnecessarily by the proposal io allow oil and gas leasing on neariy 
every acre of GWNF land, despite the current lack of interest among potential lessees and the lack of known 
potential for gas or oil deposrts 

The leasing program Is 'extensive' because large areas need to be analyzed in order to discover the few areas 
where a commercial deposlt might occur Most of this searching involves little or no ground disturbance When 
the search is narrowed down to a specific area. an exploration well is drilled and there Is some ground 
disturbance, typically less than three acres If a discovely is made, addltional wells will be drilled and there will 
be additional ground disturbance The ground disturbance will be located and designed to avoid or mltigate 
impacts to surface resources Upon completion of operations, sltes will be reclaimed The ground disturbed by 
exploration and development will be less than 1% of the acreage In the 'extensive' leasing proaram In the 

Letter 371 0 

Letter 371 0 

Response 

Fluld Minerals 
MINERALS 

. .. - 
leasing program, the searching is 'extensive', but the amount of ground disturbance is not 
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Several dry holes have been drilled wlthin the Forest's proclamation boundary over a wide area on bdh private 
and Federal land While some gas discovery might be made In the future, it18 unraallstic l o  Imagine that gas 
development will be anywhere near as extensive as the leasing program. The Forest's record wiul hs exie.ilng 
leasing program, where all the wells drilled have been unsuccessful, is further evidence that gas development 
will not extend throughout the Forest and will not 'compromise all of the conservation benellts that this round 
of timber planning has promised to the forest' 

The Revised Plan and FEIS recognizethe potential impacts from oil and gas leasing in many ways and include 
a variety of mitigating measures For example. that recogndlon 1s reflected in the Standards for surface 
resources for each management area in which leasing may occur The Revised Plan and FEIS also recognize 
that St#pulatlons. where needed, will be attached to proposed oil and gas leases The FEIS also reflects the 
extensive regulatory control over lease operations through the Application for Permlt to Drill. There 1s a large 
array of Federal and State laws and regulations already In place which provide sufficient protective measures 

National Foresis are pall of the Nation's mineral resource base Mineral exploration and development are part 
01 the mix of beneflts provided by the Forest The Federal mineral resource on the Forest 1s the public's mineral 
resource The Forest has a responslblldy to provide for management of this resource. just as d has lor other 
resources 

Letter 3710 We recommend that the proposed plan be revised to prohiblt oil and gas leasing In Laurel Fork, pending a 
careful review of the desirabtldy of leasing on all parts of the forest. This review should be conducted by a 
working group comprising representatives of conservation organizations, the forest staff. and experts in the 
environmental impacts of oil and gas development 

Begin a comprehensive environmental review of oil and gas leasing on the forest 

Under the CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1546 25), the Forest Service has the authority to determine the scope of 
the environmental imDact statement The ID Team has concluded that a forest-wide evaluation and decision on 

Letter 3710 

Response 

consenting to oil and gas leasing on specified lands outside the Allegheny Front Lease Area would be 
counterproductive at this time given the low likelihood of interest In leasing outside the Alleghany Front Lease 
Area 

Leller 2899 I wastoldthat, when a leaseholder conducts oil and gas exploration, the resub of the surveys were not released 
to the FS In my opinion, this Information should be public record, since It concerns a resource which is public 
property. Knowledge of the survey results could help the FS establish afair market value for lease 01 the mineral 
rights. 

The exploration results from well drilling are available tothe Federal government [Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), U S Department of the Interior] Oil and gas leases are offered through competdive sales The compatl- 
tive sale process was established by Congress to Insure that the Federal government recehres fair market value 
for oil and gas leases. 

\ 

Re S D 0 n S e 

MINERALS Leaslng Natural Gas In Laurel Fork 

Letter 296 The Roadless Area assessment says the Laurel Fork 'field' has no 'strategic Importance' to the Unded States, 
and its 'economlc importance' is unsubstantiated 

If Laurel Fork's gas potential were to be compared with other likely gas reserves. not to mention other sources 
of BTUs, it is obvious that ds real potential Is something less than low, not 'moderately high.' 

Describing the Laurel Fork reserve as having 'moderately high potential' for gas development in terms of foul 
wells makes marginal sense only In comparison wdh the rest of the GWNF. which has 11111e, if any, gas potential 

lt 1s obvious from the materials presented In the draft EIS and public discussions that the five-well gas field 
Cannot be justlfied on the grounds of national securdy. net public beneflts. resource needs, market economlos 
or any other measurable criterion Natural gas is a plenttful commodity, occurring at thousands of sees in the 
US, most of which are far richer and more aocesslble than Laurel Fork 

Letter 296 

Letter 296 

Letter 3824 
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Response Comparing the Laurel Fork gas potential with other sources of BTUs does not determlne the need for the Laurel 
Fork gas deposit Akernathre energy sources and conservation strategies may make progreas in the coming 
years Butthe Nation's need for gas is expected to continue forthe foreseeable future. Congress Is now working 
on legislation to promote natural gas as an ekemathre fuel to gasoline for oars. Natural gas is also Man as a 
cleaner burning fuel in other applications. Because of the environmental beneflts of using natural gas rather 
than oil, Coal or gasoline, it appears that the use of natural gas will actually increase in the coming years 

'Moderately high potential' is not a comparison wiih other gas reserves or wlth other sources of BTUs 
'Modarataly high potential' refers to the potential for the occurrence of natural gas and the potential for 
development of a gas field Natural gas has been discoverad In this area Leases continue to be held. interest 
in netural gas as a cleaner fuel 1s growing Such factors indicate a 'moderately high potential' for this area 

Comparing the size of the Laurel Fork gas potential with size of other gas flelds does not determine the need 
for the Laurel Fork gas depostl Small and medium size gas fields ara a crltlcal part of the Nation's anergy 
reserves. No large field or group of large fields can satisfy the Nation's demand for gas All gas fields, regardless 
of size, are a needed and valuable energy reserve Gas consumption continually depletes gas supplies. New 
gas supplies, large and small, are essential to replenish reserves 

In regard to economic importance, wen a small gas field can have a large impact locally. The moderately high 
potential of Laurel Fork to produce billions of cubic feet of natural gas should not be slighted 

Letter 296 

Letter 3812 

Response 

Only a far larger number of wells wlth gas at astronomical prices would justdy development Several dozen wells 
would have to be brought into producbon to justdy the costs associated with a Laurel Fork gas field. 

As a professional geoioglst I can state wlth confidence that gas development in the Laurel Fork region is absurd 
The price of natural gas would need to triple for this field l o  offer any prospect of paying out a profit 

The ID Team sees e group of factors which suggest that gas doveiopment is e reasonable possibiilty Based on 
the known presence of gas, the cos& of drilling the existing gas wells, a potential increase In the demand and 
price for gas, and the fectthat people in the gas industly continueto pay ennual reniais on leases in Laurel Fork, 
there is sufficient ground for consldering gas developmont 8s pari of the Reasonably Foreseeable Development 
Scenario 

Letter 296 

Letter 296 

Letter 1449 

Letter 1449 

Letter 3710 

Response 

Leasing Nnural 06s In 
MINEWLS 

Mineral leasing in Laurel Fork is a door that should be permanently closed, not opened. 

Prohibrtion of all future mineral leasing in Laurel Fork. Thiswould delete Standards 19-21 end 900925 for Laurel 
Fork. 

DEB, p 3 6 1  Allegheny Front Lease Area Is rt not leased at this time? 

DEIS, p 353 - 5th paragraph What is the maximum expiration date on outstanding leases? 

01 particular concern is the contempleled leasing on the Laurel Fork area of the Aiieghany Front. Wlth leased 
acres at an ell-time low,theforestshouldtakethis opportunkytoexplore measuresthatwould provide long-term 
protection from leasing for sensltive areas 

in the Revised Plan, the Laurel Fork Roedless Area has been allocated to Management Area 21 as a Special 
Management Area This roadless area contains biological and mineral values, which in the eslimation of the ID 
Team, outweigh rts value as wilderness 

The Laurel Fork Special Management Area is available for oil and gas leasing wrth Controlled Surface Use 
Stipulations, is available for other leasable minerals on a caseby-case basis and is not available for common 
variety minerals 

The following discussion from Appendix C of the FElS is germane to this comment, 

'issued leases cover 94 percent, approximately 9.768 acres, of the Laurel Fork area Depending on their 
respectwe issuence dates. these leases are set to expire in beween 1996 and 1998, unless production is 
established Federal oil and gas lease ELM-A-0022318, containing 2,168 acres in the western portion of Laurel 
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Fork, 1s wkhln the known structure of the field and 1s belng held under a communltlzatlon agreement (CA) with 
the Bureau of Land Management This communitlzetlon agreement supersedes the orlglnal lease and deter- 
mines the rules forthe production of natural gas. The CA does not have an expiration date Annual rentals are 
still collected on the CA while production is inactive ' 

The maxlmum expiration date on mineral leases 1s ten yean unless productionlexploratlon Is Mated. 

There has been and continues to be expressed Interest In mineral leasing In the Laurel Fork Roadless Area In 
llght of thls Interest, the ID Team believes that the Regional Forester has three options whhln his authortty that 
would lead to different decisions concerning the consent for natural gas leasing In Laurel Fork. 

1 The Reglonal Forester could select Aiternatlves 3, 9, 11 or 13 as the Revised Plan Each of these alternatives 
recommends the Laurel Fork Roadless Area for wilderness siudy. Aasumlng that Congressional actlon would 
be forthcoming, these areas would presumably be withdrawn from mineral entry as part of the wllderneea 
deslgnatlon through Congressional legislation 

2 The Regional Forester could decide to consent to leasing all (or part 00 the unleased lands or lands where 
the leases have expired. This option 1s explored In Aiternatlves 4,5,8,7,8A and 10. 

3. The Regional Forester could decide to not make a consent decision on all or part of the Laurel Fork Roadless 
Area at this time and, Instead, make each consent decision on Individual tracts at the time Interest In mineral 
leasing is expressed by the Eastern States Office This option 1s explored In Alternative 2 The Regional Forester 
could, however, decide to modlfy any aiternative selected as the Revised Plan to Include thls optlon. 

Letter 296 Alteration of all current mineral leases In Laurel Fork to prohrbn mineral development Leasaholden would be 
released from all payment obligations ELM is entitled to alter each of the Laurel Fork lease agreements to 
conformwlth 'the public interest' stlpulationsthese leases contain in Sections 4 or 5. Since all these leases were 
IetpriortotheEISandDranPlan, disobvlousthatthepubllclnterestis being redefinedinsuch awaythatmakes 
mineral development in Laurel Fork an unsulted use. Further justification should be provided by the GWNF's 
revised EIS, as outlined above, and In conslderation of the 37 ETS species present In Laurel Fork 

No oillgas development has occurred to date In Laurel Fork, desptte leaseholdlng that goes back for decades 
All of the lessees are obliged to 'exercise reasonable diligence In drilling and producing the wells herein 
provided .I Since none of the lessees have ever developed a well in Laurel Fork, It 1s obvious that they are 
holding these leases on a speculative basis, awelting some catastrophic event in the natural gas market that 
would force price up to a level high enough tojustdy developing the uneconomical deposits In Laurel Fork. In 
the absence of any effort to comply wlth 'reasonable diligence' provisions of these leases, tile FS and ELM has 
ample justification for not renewing them 

As part of revising its draft Plan, the FS should inrtlate a discussion wlth ELM based on reasonable diligence, 
public interest and environmental protection-for the purpose of not renewing leases In the Laurel Fork area and 
prohibiting mineral development under current leases 

'Reasonable diligence' is being exercised by the lessees In complying wlth terms of their authorization. The 
wells are tested periodically to determine that they are capable of gas productlon The Federal government 
continues to receive annual rental payments on the leases. 

To prohibd gas development on all leased lands wlthln Laurel Fork would require the government to break legal 
agreements and would constltute a 'taking' of mlnereis rights granted to the lessees. Such an actlon would 
involve more compensation than lust releasing the lessee from paying the annual fee forthe lease. The ID team 
believes that the 'taking' of lease rights from the people and companies holding the leases would not be In the 
public Interest The exploration and development of the public's natural gas resources to meet publlc demands 
for natural gas is In the public Interest 

Letter 3824 

Letter 3824 

Response 

Letter 296 Mineral leasing on Laurel Fork is an unacceptable standard, given the area's abundance and variety of ETS 
species and the GWNF's own emphasis on primttivelsemi-primlive, non-motorized recreation objectives In a 
naturally appearing forest environment 
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Letter 296 k is doubtful that CSUs meet the standards envisioned for unavoidable mineral development in Special Interest 
Areas and Research Natural Areas, as proposed by VNHP. 

The Draft Plan permlts leasing throughout Laurel Fork for all categories of minerals subject only to =Us, the 
exact nature of which are not spelled out I doubt that this decision can be justdied on a Net-Public-Beneflts 
basis. 

I am mosi concerned that the Laurel Fork Special Biological Area falls within the proposed gas lease area 
Allowing exploration and drilling within this area is clearly contradictory to the SEA'S purpose of providing 
habdat for threatened and endangered species In my opinion, there is ample area in the Allegheny Front falling 
outside MA4, where the natural gas resource could be developed 

The forthcoming final plan for maneglng the GWNF reflects a redefinition of the 'public interest' It is entirely 
appropriate, therefore. that the FS recommend to the Secretary of the Interior that the values and objectives 
embedded in MA4lRNA status for Laurel Fork reflect a new defindion of the public Interest that is no longer 
compahble with mineral development It follows ihai the FS should recommend that no mineral development 
be permitted under current leases and no future leasing should wcur in Laurel Fork The FS should forgive the 
royalty obligations of the lessees 

Permfling gas development in Laurel Fork, particularly the western haif, is an activty that is diametrically 
opposlte to the basic thrust of the GWNF's mgt objectives as outlined in MA4lSEA and RNA 

Mineral exploration and development are part of the multiple benefds available from the National Forest There 
is a moderately high potential for billions of cubic feet of natural gas in Laurel Fork The exploration end 
development of the public's natural gas resources to meet public demands for natural gas is in the public 
interest 

Emphasis on management of, and sensdlvty to, the biological resources in Laurel Fork does not require 
foregoing management ofthe mineral resource Through the Federal leasing process, the Forest has extensive 
controls over all aspects of mineral leasing, including the sNng. design and reclamation Mineral dqvelopment 
can taka place in a harmonious relationship wlth other valued resources, The relatively small acreage needed 
for gas development can be accommodated in Laurel Fork Proposed wells sdes and other faciltties can be 
moved to avoid pamcular areas Applicable laws governing the protectlon of threatened, endangered and 
sansdive species will apply to lease activities Disturbed areas will be reclaimed The ID Team has analyzed the 
potential impacts and believes that the leasing of minerals in Laurel Fork will not signdicantly detract from the 
other natural values of the area 

A discussion on the Controlled Surface Use Stipulation is found in Appendix E of the FEE. The details of the 
stipulation are added at the time that any lease is processed A controlled use stipulation requires information 
speclfic to the particular lease. It would be developed for any new lease on Laurel Fork depending upon the 
Intent of the management direction for Management Area 21 and the actual area encompassed in a lease. 

Letter 296 

Letter 2899 

Letter 3824 

Letter 3824 

Response 

MINERALS: Other Leasable Minerels 

Letters 2904,3611 
In Minerals sectlon there was a statement that the 'Forest does not contain slandicant deposits of strategic or 

Response 

crrtical metals ' ii would be more appropriate to quallfy these statements by acjdlng the pdeniiai is low a id  no 
signdicant deposlts are known to exist at this time Economicslmarket condltions constantly change as does 
newtechnology and additional exploration work can and often does find new deposlts in areas thought to have 
none 

The last sentence of the third from the bottom paragraph on page 3-57 of the DElS has been replaced wdh the 
following text in the FElS 

The Forest contains small deposlts of manganese and tin. which are strategic or critical minerals The 
potential for significant deposlts of other strategic or crltical metals is considered low at this time However, 
economics and market condltions constantly change, as does new technology Addltional exploration work 
can, and often does, find new deposrts in areas thought to have none ' 

Other Leasable Mlnerals 
MINERALS 
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Letter 3643 The DElS summary of affected mineral resources, mineral laws/policies, and exploration methods (Appendix E) 
is excellent and gives the reader an accurate menial picture of the reallties of mineral resource exploratlon and 
development The Impact analysis, however, focuses primarily on oil and natural gas. It is not clear whether any 
of the aiiernatlve plans would affect future development of the smail kaolin deposlt or development of saleable 
mineral deposlts We suggest a few remarks be added to future documents regarding impacts to the kaolin 
occurrence If saleable-minerals mines exist or permits have k e n  historically concentrated In certain areas, the 
Affected Environment section should summarize impacts of the ahernatwe planis to permlt renewal If none of 
the allernative plans would create adverse impacts to the kaolin deposlt or to saleable minerals, the document 
should so state. 

Standard 903, which is a Forest Standard in the Draft Revised Plan, addresses the need for coordination wlth 
other resourcevalues An application to developaparticulardepositwill besubjectedto an impact analysis and 
only granted d impaots can be mitigated accepiably. The Kaolin deposit is not specifically mentioned since the 
procedures would spply to any type of deposit Chapter3 of the FElS discusses environmental analysis needs 

Response 

MINERALS Common Variety Minerals 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

No common mineral mining operations anywhere in the Forest 

Pg 2-110, [Standard] #553 ~ No common mineral extraciion 

Common variety minerals [should not be] available [in MAS 1. 4, 7,8, 9, 10, 11. 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 181 

Leasing or sale of common variety minerals should not be available on the GWNF. There is an adequate supply 
and availability of these minerals on surrounding private land 

Pg 2-162. [Standard] 905 Common variety minerals are not available for sale to the public, but are available 
for in-sewice use 

Common variety minerals are handled qulte differently than leasable minerals. Common variety mineral permlts 
on the George Washington National Forest are special use permits and are evaluated and decided on a 
case-bycase bask The typical common variety mineral permlt is a pickup load of loose stone on the sides of 
roads which are used for fences or other construction. Requests for quarrying sandstone, sand, gravel or other 
common variety minerals are unusual 

Common variety minerals may also be provided free ol charge to public agencies, such as state highway 
departments 

Given the nature of interest in common variety minerals on the George Washington National Forest and the 
requirement for specdic evaluation and decisions on each application, the ID Team believesthat the availabillty 
of common variety minerals in certain management areas is appropriate. In those management areas where the 
ID Team found It Inappropriate, common variety mineral are not available 

To the extent prlvate owners continue to meet demands, there will not be demands for the Forest's common 
vanety minerals. However, d and when private companies request that common variety minerals on the Forest 
be made available for sale, then It would indicate private sources are not meeting demands. The Forest Plan 
needs some flexiblllty to respond to future demands Regulatlons require the Forest Service to receive fair 
market value for any mineral materials II sells. 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letters 2904. 3611 
Virginiawasthe fdth largest crushed stone producing state inths U S I  ranking 8ih in total aggregate production 
In 1990 The availabillty of construciion aggregates and other essential industrial minerals is crltical to the future 
economic growth of the Commonweaith 

Generally, It would appear that aggregate material may not be in high demand on the Forest due to (1) the 
availabillty of slmllar materials on private lands closer to the market area, (2) lack of knowledge that selling or 
leasing minerals is a Congressionally permissible part of Forest resource management, and (3) general prefer- 
ence to avoid aovernment 'red tam' and delavs. However. dthe need arises. the Forest would considerthe sale 

Response 

- 
of industrial minerals on a case-by-case basis. 
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MINERALS Sllpulatlons 

Letter 296 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Controlled Surface Use Stipulations (CSUs) are a sei of guidelines and restrictions that the QWNF negotiates 
with a lease holder 

The Forest does not negotiate with a lease holder to determine the Controlled Use Stipulations which wlll be 
required on a lease. The Forest determines what CSUs will be altsched to a proposed lease before the lease 
18 issued for competitive sale. 

No 'surface occupancy' stlpulatlons for other mining end oil and gas in MA 4, MA 9, MA 13A, MA 138, MA 14, 
MA 15, MA 6 SPNM areas. 

A no surface occupancy stipulation [should] be included wlthin these management areas [14 end 151 

'No surface occupancy' stipuiatlons have been included in aread where the ID team found it justinable end 
necessary. In other areas, other stipulations andlor the existing laws and regulations applicable to operations 
were found to be adequate to proteot surface resources. 

To apply 'no surface occupancy' stipulations over va8t areas of the George Washington National Forest would 
amount to a de facto withdrawal and prohibition of mining and oil and gas development Such wholesale 
withdrawals are not needed to protect surface resources and would not be compatible with balanced rawurce 
management envisioned by Congress for the National Forests. 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 42M1 

ResDonse 

EIS 361, paragraph 1 - The first sentence which contains '...prohibk surface occupancy in sensitive areas.' ia 
not objective. The entire Forest Is sensitive This 'sensitive'term in this sentence and others In this seotlon need 
to be stricken These activities 'dlsrupr and'degrade' habitat and this issue needsto be addressed at all scales. 

in this part of the FEIS, we have replaced the word 'sensitive' with 'specific' 

Plan. EPA recommends that a No Surface Occupancy stipulation for oil and gas leasing end development be 
considered for all riparian areas 

The Drafi Revised Plan requires facilities to be located out of riparian areas An exception is made forthe short 
sections of roads or pipelines which. of necessrbf. must occasionally traverse some riparian areas. A'No Surface 
Occupancy' stipulation is not needed because Federal oil and gas regulations allow relocating any proposed 
facility by 200 meters. without any need for a stipulation 

MINERALS Advarw Environmental Effect. 

Letter 3710 Even the minimum drilling operations cause serious damage, since typical we118 require the construction of a 
level well drill pad and reserve pit covering most of an acre, an access road of approximately 1/2 mile 12 acres, 
carrying daily traffic of 2030 heavy vehicles, and piping of water from rivers, creeks, reservoirs, or wells. 

Areas of concern which centered around oil and gas exploration and the ecological damage caused by such 
This mainly is based on pictures I have seen of the Brooks Range area in Alaska where the oil companies do 
a real seedy job of cleaning up after themselves. 

Chapter 3 of the FEIS addresses impacts of drilling operations it is accepted that they are disrupting but much 
of the disruption is sholt-term, taking place during the few weeks when the wall pad is constructed end the drill 
rig bores a hole Following drilling, mod of the well pad is reclaimed, leaving only a small area which is 
occupied by production facilities When production is complete. these remaining small areas are reclaimed 

Letter 93 

Response 

Adverw Environmenlal Effects 
MINERALS 
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Lener 2029 

Lener 3733 

ReSDOnSe 

Lener 3779 

ReSDOtlSe 

I suggest that there should be protection from mineral ectblties in MA 4 

We wonder about some of the statements made in Management Area 4 - special management beoause of 
biologic, historic or geologic values. Under Special Biologic Areas (2-28) 19 The area Is available for oil and 
gas leasing wnh the following stipulations b In areas more than 300 acres, surface occupancy Is highly 
restricted by using controlled surface slipuiations. To us this sounds like inadequate proteciion of Special 
Bioioglc Areas. 

Management Area 4 encompasses large acreages, not all of which are ornlcal to the enhancement of unique 
biological communities In the case of oil and gas leasing, the Conboiled Surface Use Stipulation enables the 
Federal government to permd mineral development In such a manner that the special biological values of these 
areas can be protected 

Through the Federal leasing process, the Forest has extensive controls over all aspeots of mlnerel leaslng, 
inciudlng the slng, design and reclamation. The ID Team belleves that the leasing of minerals in Management 
Area 4 will not slgnifioantly detract from the other natural values of the area. 

If this area is to be 'managed to maintain or enhance wildlife habnar, p 2-105. under what reasoning oen oil 
and gas leaslng be allowed at all? p 2406 

Producing oil well pads provide excellent wildlife clearings This is one example where a harmonious ralation- 
shlp can ex181 ll groundwater is discovered during drilling, there is an opportunity to develop water sources to 
enhance wildlife. In adddion, the interim and final reclamation at well sdes Drovides the oDwrtunitv l o  construct 
water impoundments for wildlife 

Each Management Area provides e dlfterent ma cf muitiple resource benefits Emphasis on one resource, such 
as wildlife, does not necessarily require exclusion of other resource management. 

Letter 3779 

ReSDOnSe 

Oil end gas leasing should never be allowed in areas for wildlde that require periodic protection from human 
activlties. How canthere be any guarantee that 1 the lessees will honorthatrequirementand2. thatwe humans 
can correctly gauge what periods wildlife need protection from human activdies. p 2-110 

Some dlslurbance is unavoidable. Best efforts are made l o  reduce the intrusion 

The lessees operate under the terms of Federal leases and permns The Iesees activlties are inspected end 
mondored by State and Federal officials The lessees operations ere bonded and are subject to fines and 
restdution Federal wildlde biologists provide direct controls on the location and timing of the lessees actbhies. 

Letter 3894 

Response 

Any mining that will degrade water resources should be prohibned 

The Revised Plan contains siandards that will provide protection l o  streams and riparian areas As discussed 
in Appendix E of the FEIS, detailed plans are submitted and must be approved before any mineral development 
takes place on a lease. Specdic concerns about the effect of any drilling operation are addressed in the Surface 
Use Plan of Operations and the Drilling Program in the Application for Permit to Drill (APD). Casing and 
cementing requirements and other measures to protect ground water are a standard part of the drilling permlt 
process 
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MINERALS: Adequacy ot Envlronmental Disclosure 

Letter 1449 

Response 

DEB, p 356 Lee Ranger District Might want to mention the well drilled by Amoco in '61, justtothe north along 
trend In Frederick County 

Since this well is outside of National Forest area. the ID Team was not aware of this actlvlty and consequently 
overlooked It. The FElS has been rewrmen to include a reference to this well 

Lener 1449 

Response 

Letter 1449 

Response 

DEIS, p 3-56 Pedlar Ranger District. Subsurface geology IS fairly well defined or tied down, and DOES provide 
e very high favorable, akhough highly risky, probabillty of hydrocarbon accumulations. 

Industry has not leased on the Pedlar in signlficent amounts They regard the Pedlar as the lowest interest area. 

DEIS, p 356 Warm Springs District Might want to mention actwe exploration, drilling, and current production 
directly along trend in West Virginia 

The discussion on the Thornwood-Horion gas field and the Sentence on the three seismic surveys represents 
all the mineral activlty known to the ID Team 

Letter 1449 

Response 

DEIS, p 3M) - 2nd paragraph 

Erther word Is acceptable The ID Team has chosen to use 'rehabiliation' 

srte 'reclamation', not rehabilltation 

Lener 1449 

Response 

Letter 296 

Letter 3824 

Response 

Letter 3779 

Response 

DEIS, p 34U - 5th paragraph Concerning private minerals, indeed there could be development wrthin even 5 
years, It is certainly ddficuil for anyone to predict there would be no development wrthin 10 to 15 years down 
the road 

The FElS has been rewriiten to indicate that some mineral activlty may occur 

A complete and impact-specdic inventory of expected impacts is not presented The EIS provides no sense of 
scale, scope, intenslty and duration of each type of impact 

To justify gas development in Laurel Fork, the GWNF must underlake a good-farth EIS that spells out the 
probable environmental impacts of various scales of gas development, including none at ell The draft EIS 1s 
not such e document 

The descrlption of environmental effects under the Alleghany Front Lease Area discussion in the FElS has been 
rewrmen to describe the environmental consequences of the reasonably foreseeable development scenario 
detailed in Appendix E of the FEE The FEE has also been rewriitento discuss total cumulatwe effects of field 
development in Laurel Fork . 

Oil and gas leasing should never be allowed in areas for wildlife that require periodic protection from human 
activlties How can there be any guarantee that 1. the lessees will honor that requirement and 2 that we humans 
can correctly gauge what periods wildlde need protection from human activlties p 2-110 

Some disturbance is unavoidable Best efforts are made to reduce the intrusion You may wish to vise the well 
stes which were constructed about30years ago intheThornwood-Hortonfieldlo seethe effects on wildlife and 
the reclamation On the Forest there are other well sltes that you may wish to visrt to see the effects on wildlife 
and the reclamation 

The lessees operate under the terms of Federal leases and perm& The lessees activlties are inspected and 
monltored by State and Federal officials The lessees operations are bonded and are subject to fines and 
restitution Federal wildlde biologists provide direct controls on the location and timing of the lessees activlties 
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There are far more controls and insurance about wildlife protection with lessees than there are wlth general 
recreational accesB on the Forest 

Letter 3824 I continue to be perplexed by the GWNF's pian to permit mineral development in Laurel Fork, especially in its 
most biologically sensitive areas where RNA M u s  is proposed The only justhcation I've been able to discern 
for this proposal is the assumption that the likely scale of gas development is so small as to have Imie 
envlronmentai impact The five producing wells envisloned in the high-production scenario would have an 
environmental impact on the western side of Laurel Fork far larger than simply five discrete wells standing in 
Isolation. A system of roads, pipeline, pads, waste-disposal pits, excavations and hmbering are inextricably 
associated with even so small a Yield'. The few number of wells projected is probably the most persuasive 
argument for prohibiting gas development altogether. 

The biological area in Laurel Fork Is a large area comprlsing more than 6,000 acres The Controlled Surface Use 
Stipulation enables the Federal government to permit mineral development in such a manner that the special 
biological values of this large haot can be protected 

Through the Federal leasing process, the Forest has extensive controls over all aspects of mineral operations, 
including the sding, design end reclamelion. The IDTeam believes that the leasing of minerals in Laurel Fork 
will not signfflcantly detract from the other natural values of the area. 

To prohibit gas development on all leased lands wdhln Laurel Fork would require the government to break legal 
agreements and would constitute a Yaking' of minerals rights granted to the lessees Such an action would 
involve more compensation thaniust releasing the lessee from paying the annual fee forthe lease The IDteam 
believes that the 'taking' of lease rights from the people and companies holding the leases would not be in the 
public interest. The exploration and development ofthe public's natural gas resources to meet public demands 
for natural gas is in the public interest. 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 561.1 Paragraph 3- This Is entirely inadequate and glosses overthe Issue - 'would not necessarily result..' 
Future mineral activity in the East Is expected to greatly expand according l o  the EPA and the FS Itself - 
document this In fact, the entire section 'General Effects of the Alternatives' Is poorly developed and attempts 
to diminish and misrepresentthe drastic effects brought about by these activities - I want this subject developed 
and documented 

There Is more information on the effects In the FEIS and in Appendix E of the FEIS. We believe the standards 
In the Revised Plan, Federal Regulations and the NEPA process provide adequate protection for surface 
resources 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS. 363, paragraph 3 -To wrte of '. iimding construction to times of year when wildlife will not be affected, 
is ridiculous. Wildlife is here ail year 'Wildilfe will be killed whenever these activdles ere allowed in the Forest.' - Slate this. 

Any type of activrty is sure to have some impacts on wildlife Timing stipulations provide protection primarily 
during the season when young are being reared. We have revised the wording in the FEE to suggest 'less', 
rather than 'no' effects. 

Response 
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MINERALS: Changes in Texl of Draft Revised Wan 

Leiler 3728 

Response 

The guidellnes for minerd exploration and development are not consistent in some MA desired fulure condl- 
tions 

The Desired Future Condltion of each management area has been re-wrfflen so that the standards are consis- 
tent. 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Plan. Page 2-6, Paragraph 11 Also include Riparian Areas, Special Interest Areas, and Remote Highlands as 
areas needing special protection 

These areas are included under the heading of 'Areas Needing Special Protection' and need not be specifically 
listed 

MA 6' [Slandards] 66 & 87 B6 reads that minerals leasing may not occur, yet 87 reads that mineral leasing can 
occur Which is correcY? 

The first sentence of Standard 87 has been rewritten sothat t is clear that It only applies to oil and gas leasing. 

Change Standard 19 on page 2-28 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Planto read: These areas should be recommend- 
ed for withdrawal from mineral exploration and entry if withdrawal is not possible, risks of potential conflicts 
from mining in the area should be evaluated, and measures that should be taken to avoid or minimize damage 
to the natural heritage resources on the area should be defined ' 

This suggested change in Standard 19 of the Draft Revised Plan was oonsidered, but not accepted The current 
stlpulalion language provides necessary protection to the level requested 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 20 on page 2-28 of the Draft Revised Revised Plan to read 'None of these areas should be 
available for common mineral activky.' 

Standard 20 in the Draft Revised Pian has been deleted 

Letter 4038 

ResPOnse 

Delete Standard 21 on page 2-28 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Standard 21 in the Draft Revised Pian has been rewritten to slate. 'Areas are available for other leasable minerals 
and common variety minerals on a case-by-case basis based on analysis of needs and associated effects' 

Leller 4038 

Re s D 0 ne e 

Change Standard 63 on page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Research Natural Areas should be 
withdrawn from mineral exploration and entry if wlthdrawal is not possible, risks of potential conflicts from 
mining in the RNA should be evaluated, and measures that should be taken to avoid or minimize damage to 
the natural heilage resources on the area should be defined ' 

The wording of Standard 63 in the Draft Revised Plan has not been ohanged The Regional Forester does not 
have the authority to withdraw large areas of land from oil and gas leasing The Controlled Surface Use 
Stipulation provides needed latitude to avoid specific sites where there are special biological values 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 64 on page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Research Natural Areas should not 
be available for common variety minerals ' 

Standard 64 in the Draft Revised Plan has been changed to read 'Little Laurel Run RNA is not available for other 
leasable or common variety minerals 
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L&er 4038 

Response 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Lmer 4038 

Response. 

L&er 4038 

Response 

Lener 4038 

Response 

LeUer 3720 

Response 

Lener 3728 

Response 

Add the following new standard (ientatiiely numbered 27b) to page 2-63 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian under 
the heading 'Minerals'. 'Any approved mineral aclhrnies include appropriate reclamation plans ' 

This siandard was indudad by mentionlng that Forest Standard 903 (in the Drah Revised Pian) elso applied to 
this management area. In addlon, Federal regulations require reclamation. 

Change Standard 272 on page 2-63 of the Drah Revised Forest Pian l o  read 'Other leasable minerals and 
common variety minerals are generally restricted but can be available on a cassby-case basis. Avaliabilriy 
depends upon the nature and degree of disturbance planned. Significant disturbances are not allowad.' 

The existing wording of a'caseby-case' basls provides sufficient iatltudefor decision making Each application 
is evaluated for its environmental impacts 

Add the foilowlng new standard (tentatively numbered 272a) to page 2-63 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Minerals'. 'Proposalsfor mineral exploration and development are considered in coordination wnh 
other biological values. Where expioration confiiets wlth the biological value of the area, confiiots are resolved 
in favor of biological values. Forest officers work cooperatively wlth the public and appropriate state end federal 
agencies on requests for mineral aotivities while insuring that environmental concerns are fully considered.' 

Chapter 3 of the Draft Revised Pian has the following 'Desired Future Conddion' under Management Area 9 
'Mineral aotivities may occur in a few locations. Maintenance and restoration will be used to provide wildlife 
habltat.' 

Change the second paragraph under 'Minerals' on page 2-73 ofthe Draft Revmd Forest Pian to read. 'Riparian 
areas wnhin the Recreational river sections are not available for adddionsl oil and gas leasing.' 

This standard has been deleted from the Revised Pian Riparian areas wHhin riers quaitlying for designation 
?a scenic or recreational rivers are allocated l o  Management Area 18 

Repeat Standard 553 (tentatively 5274 under 'Minerals' on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. Area 
1s available for oil and gas leasing, other leasable minerals and common variety minerals Timing stipulallons 
may be used on a case-bpcase basis 

Standards 527 and 528 in the Draft Revised Plan have been changed to incorporate wording that 'Timing 
stipulations may be used on a case by case basis' 

Delate Stendard 528 on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Standard 528 In the Draft Revised Pian has been rewrttlen to state The area is available for other leasable 
minerals and common variety minerals on a case-by-case basls wilh special ailention as tothe times ofthe year 
when mineral activnies may occur ' 

Management Area 15 Minerals 553 - Replace the last sentence with the following. Timing and seasonal 
restrictions may be used on a cassby-case basis In respeotto motorized administrative access on gated roads ' 

The use of Timing Stipulations' as wrmen provides the Forest Service wdh needed management fiexibilriy 

Management Area 18. Minerals 627 - Change to The area is ava:iabie for oil and gas leasing Access roads 
and gathering pipelines buried in road shoulders may be con6lrucied across these areas.' 

There does not appear l o  be any advantage lo  rewording Standard 627 in the Draft Revised Plan to remove the 
restriction on drilling pads or production locations. The wording in this standard is, therefore, left unchanged 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 628 (tentatively 5274 under 'Minerals' on page 2-106 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan' ' m e r  
leasable mlnerals and commonvariety minerals are generally restricted but can be available on a cassby-osse 
basis Confer wlth VDGlF and WVDNR regarding the potential Impact of mineral exploration or mining. MMga- 
tion measures will be required as needed to ensure protecllon of other resources. Avalleblilty depends on the 
nature and degree of disturbance planned Slgnlficant disturbances are not allowed: 

Chenge Standard 553 on page 2-1 10 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'Area Is available for oil and gas 
leasing, other leasable minerals and common variety minerals Timing stlpulatrons may be used on a cassby- 
case basis Concur with VDOlF and WVDNR regarding the potential impact of mineral exploration or mining. 
Mlfigation measures will be required as needed to ensure protection of other resouroes: 

The Forest Sewice has no legel authority to require State concurrence on leasing of oil and gas and other 
minerals 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 553a) on page 2-106 and 2-110 of the Drafl Revised 
Forest Plan under 'Minerals' 'Some restrichon8 may be necessary in this prescription lo limn disturbance to 
wildllfe populahons and to provide the semi-primltive norrmotorized and motorized (Subcless 2) recreation 
opportunity Restrictions would apply to those ectivlties that affect quiet time ' 

Standard 553 as wrkten in the Draft Revised Plan allows restriction application on a case by case basis. This 
places the holder on notice of the need for restrictions and provides needed flexibility. 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 553b) on pages 2-106 and 2-1 10 of the Drali Revised 
Forest Plan under 'Minerals'. 'In and adjacent to developed recreation sites, administrafne sites, or specially 
designated areas, minerals exploration may be severely restricted to prevent unacceptable adverse impacts to 
facilities or other resources ' 

This standard has not been incorporated into the Revised Plan Coverage requested applies to areas that are 
In other management areas where restrictions are consistent wlth the intent of the management area and 
existing mineral laws and policies In addltion, the environmental analysis conducted for mineral exploration or 
any other Forest project consider potential impacts of the project. Any project may be severely restricted to 
prevent unacceptable adverse impacts There is no need to reiterate this general principle which applies to 
decision-making based on environmental analysis 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 627 on page 2-122 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to reed. The area Is not available for 
additional oil and gas leaslng Access roads and gathering pipelines buried in road shouldera may be construct- 
ed across these areas ' 

Riparian areas will be protected, and therefore, there is no need to remove them from leasing. 

Repeat Standard 903 (tentatively 527a) under 'Minerals' on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan' 
'Proposals for mineral exploration and development are considered in coordination with other resource values. 
Where exploration conflicts wnh the biological values of the area, conflicts are resowed in favor of the biological 
values. Forest Officers work cooperatively with the public and appropriate state and federal agencies on 
requests for mineral activities while insuring that environmental concerns are fully Considered ' 

Repeat Standard 904 (tentatively 527b) under 'Minerals' on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan: 'Any 
approved mineral activities include appropriate reclamation plans ' 

The first paragraph on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Plan incorporated this standard from the Forest 
Standards Forest standards were listed in the back of Chepter3to avoid endlessly repeating the same standard 
In most or all management areas 
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GWSY MOTHS AND OTHER PESTS Connol of Gypsy Maih Populstlons 

Letter 1336 I bellevewe should do everything possibleto eradicate the gypmo and keep our foreas producing good timber 
for gensretlons to come 

Eradication of the gypsy moth is no longer considered feasible. Response 

Letter 56 Astotreetmentlocations, ltlsour atrongfeellngthatihemaxlmumamountoftheGW Forestbetreeled. however 
we are aware of the limited resources. 

Gypsy moth Is a realty forthe George Washington and all other forest lands in the region, and the molh will be 
wlth us for the foreseeable future. This voracious peat knows no property boundarles and will not distinguish 
between public and prlvate lands. Left lo Its natural consequences, the Infestalion will destroy much oi the oak 
component of the forest We now understand that much of the sprout regeneration. that wae assumed would 
replace the dead mature trees, will also be lost 

Neither Alternative adequately address the enormous gypsy moth threat, but Alternative 12 is definnely prefer- 
able 

To allow the (gypmo) infestation to destroy markaiable timber IS a gross waste of our best remab le  natural 
resource 

Since gypsy moth is an introduced pest, I think that the oak-iype forest araas should be protected. Especially 
when lt is so easy and economical to protect the oak stands 

Weneed an effectiveprogramto wntrolgypmo beforawelweouroaksandthaoaks'suppiy offoodforwilditfe. 

Letter 145 

Letter 382 

Letter 724 

Letter 1147 

Letter 1355 

Letters 1371,1442,1828,2365 
h would be a shame to let gypsy moth kill 25% or 50% hickory and oak and other mast-producing treea This 
will have e long-range negative impact on game species such as deer, turkey, grouse and squirrel and bear. 

I am concerned about the potential gypsy moth invasion and I feel that the FS should adopt AN. 12 Instead of 
allowing the forest to become devastated by employing AH 8 

The Gypsy Moths have taken a toll in the State Game Lands here In Pennsyivania and I conslder it important 
that the mast producing trees be protected 

Spray for gypsy moths 

I support AH 1 2  The gypsy molh should be controlled at all costs so as to keep the forest productive. 

Choose Alternative 12 whlch gives flexlbilty in gypsy moth management 

Letter 1669 

Letter 1804 

Letter 1820 

Letter 1975 

Letter 2044 

Letters 2161,2163 
AR 12 with some changes, like better gypsy moth control, would be more sultable mgt. for GWNF. 

The mjority of the forested area will be treated for gypsy moth. 

Alternative 8 allows a mere 50 per Eent of the forest to be sprayed [for gypsy moth]. Alternative 12, on the ofher 
hand, opens 83 per cant of the Forest for treatment 

Many of us have seen the damage that the Gypsy Moth can wreak on our forest and would like to see this pest 
controlled 

High sfie index areas should be treated to protect from the gypsy moth 

Gypsy moth control is encouraged Protecting whlte oak family encouraged. even by Insecticide if necessaty. 
Preserving oaks only for timber interests is not acceptable and stating the trees may not die ' d  treated wlth 

Letter 2306 

Letter 2662 

Letter 3506 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 3665 
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Letter 3743 

Letter 3747 

Letter 3747 

Letter 3799 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3833 

Letter 3890 

Letter 3& 

ResDonse 

Insectloides or through timber harvesting to manage moth populatlons' seems Incongruous Slow growing 
hardwood species should receive special consideration and management. 

[Aitarnatwa 121 provides more management activities to take place in response to the Gypsy Math with 83% of 
the Forest (879,340 acres) available for management 

The Commission is endorsing the more reasonable Alternative #I2 Gypsy moth must be planned for, managed 
and met wlth adequate resources wlth respectto both commercialtlmberland and public lands. Failing to act 
In advance ofthe progress ofthe moth and then attempting to salvage what Is lost after the trees are killed would 
be a tragedy. Protecting our hardwood resources and the public perception of those resources is vital to the 
aconomio survival of our state 

Failing to act In advance of the progress of the moth and then attempting to salvage what Is lost after the trees 
are killed would be a tragedy. 

If you do not spray for gypsy moth on all of the forest, there Is no need to spray at all for they will kill what 1s 
not sprayed 

Gypsy moth is not going to go away We must dedicate resources to baiiiing It. We must have flexlblllty to 
treathanage all possible acres The FS does not need for NIPL's to take action because moths are leaving the 
Forest and eating their woodlots. 

I feel there 1s a need to maintain our forest wlth strong. healthy woodland and, in my opinion, this will usually 
be youngertrees Where Gypsy Moth infestations haveoccurred in my residencearea,the magnfiicentoldtrees 
seam to die out from the defoliation wiih the fires onslaught, while the younger trees seem to have an abillty to 
come back lt Is hoped that any pian will provide for maximum effort to suppress the Gypsy Moth and to 
maximize timber use In potentially affected areas 

The entire GWNF should be available for proper gypsy moth treatment so that the GWNF's valuable timber 
resource 1s protecied and that the GWNF will not serve as a broodlng area for the gypsy moth which would 
adversely affect adjoining private forest ownerships Provisions should be made to harvest high value timber 
should a gypsy moth attack be imminent 

Alternative 12 combats the gypsy moth it's going to destroy our forest n we don't fighi h. 

The revision of the Forest Plan does not involve the magnitude of the gypsy moth control program As discussed 
In Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 1 I - GYPSY MOTH', the protocol developed under the 
Appalachian Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Project is used to make such 
decisions. Any decision on the amount of treatment undertaken in any given year must be supporled by 
slte-specdic environmental analysis and disclosure Such analysis is outside the scope of the revision of the 
Forest Plan 

Table 3-1 1 displays the amount of lands 'generally available'. 'available under limlted circumstances', and 'not 
available' for Insecticide treatment Alternatives 8, 8A and 12 contain no acreage that is 'not available' of all 
the alternatives, Alternative 12 has tho most acreage that is 'generally available'. 

Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan also contains a discussion on the effectiveness of different strategies to control 
gypsy moth populations. 

Alternative 12 has a more aggressive timber salvage program than Alternative 8A Alternative 12 has more 
acreage sultable for timber production and, therefore, more acreage where silvicultural Dractices could be 
employed to regenerate oak species 

Letters 761,870,1056,1058,1798. 2162.2165.2908.3yY), 3589 
Alt 8 hardly even mentions the gypsy moth control. salvage of moth-damaged timber, methods to maintain an 
oak component for our wiidlbe, methods to keep epidemic populations from spreading from your untreated 
stands Into adjoining private land, etc 
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Leifer 183 

Letter 325 

Alternative 8 would, In my opinion, be a dhslroue management policy with respect to Gypsy MoIh suppression 

Aiternative 8wili allow Gypsy Moth free reign and consequently drop oak and much wildlife In favor of othertree 
species, most probably pine and maple. 

Gypsy moth: The Gypsy moth is a MAN-INDUCED pest that will have a SEVERE, NEGATIVE IMPACT. Left 
untreated, much of the oak component will be destroyed. Visitors will be faced with an unheaithy brown forest 
that looks like mld-winter In July The danger from falling limba will be a very real hazard. Lack of treatment will 
devastate old growth timber stands. it Is absolutely imperative thateveiy chemical and siivicutlural tool available 
be used on as much 01 the Forest as possible to combat the gypsy moth. Slivicunural treatments applied prior 
tothe moths' invasion can limit damage and assure adequate oak regeneration. Ail 12: 879,340 acres are avail. 
for treatment; the halvest level and harvest methods allowad will provide urgently needed mgi. flexibility. 

I am opposed to Alternative #8 due to its neglect of the Gypsy Moth issue 

The Draft Plan does not aggressively address the coming Gypsy Moth. This pest knows no boundaly llnes and 
leftto natural control, the pestwill destroy the oak species on private and public timber lands ot the Couniy The 
County supportsthe use of effective pesticides along with siivicuitural procedures to combatthe spread of this 
destructive pest. 

The Draft Pian fails to provide an aggressive gypsy moth control pian. 

Ignoring the potential devastating affeots of the gypsy moth on 79% of the forests under Alternative 8 is not 
practicing good stewardship 

Alternative 8 does not sufficiently prevent, control or salvage the effects of gypsy moth Many of our members 
own land adjoining the GWNF and fear that a lack of management on the GWNF will lead l o  damage by the 
gypsy moth on their lands. 

Leifer 369 

Letter 516 

Letter 936 

Loiter 1253 

Lener 1298 

Leiier 1304 

Letters 1338,2878, 2914, 3730 
Anernalive #8 fails l o  allow for proper treatment of the Gypsy Moth. 

Letter 1377 

Lener 1% 

Letter 1826 

Letter 2018 

Letter 2531 

Lener 2616 

Leiler 2623 

Lener 2635 

I am strongly againstthls AN. 8which will allow the gypsy moth to kill 25%- of the National Forest. Our forests 
are already just about bare because of forest fires. Trees are just now starting to come back and H this gypsy 
moth gets out of control it could do more damage. 

The most disturbing part of Aiternative 8 Is that almost one half of the National Forest would not be protected 
from gypsy moth damage. 

Aiternative 8 would allow Gypsy Moths to kill off 2530% of the National Forest which will reduce oak and other 
mass producing trees. This, in time, will have a long-term negative impact on game species such as. deer, 
turkey. grouse, and squirrel. 

An 8 does not allow for any gypmo controls and wlthout such, the gypmo will be in our area much sooner. 

Aiternative 8 allows the unchecked and non-control of the Gypsy Moth so that it may Infect 25% to 30% ot the 
mast producing trees within the forest. 

In deciding to protect only those small portions of the forest that are classed as 'suitable' for timber produotion 
from the Gypsy moth, U S  Forest Service planners have made a decision to sacrifice much of the oak 
component of the George Washington National Forestto the advancing Infestation. Failure to Include in the pian 
an effectwe means of controlling Gypsy moth on the forest is a tact decision to fundamentally alter the tree 
species composition 

it appears that an. 8 plan would let 2530% of the NF be destroyed by gypmo. This will have a devastating effect 
on our wiiditfe, which are already suffering due to loss of mast-producing trees, not to mention the wests of so 
much timber. 

The linkage between timber production acreage and gypsy moth treatment assures only minimal moth suppres- 
sion on the forest Reliance on siivicuitural treatments at this late date is no more than a cruel joke. This 
devastating insect has already consumed signfilcant state and federal resources in an effort to minimize 
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environmental and economic losses Alternative 8 1s unacceptably weak in dealing wlth moth depredation and 
constitutes a tacit decision to sacrdice much of today's malure forest. lwklng Instead l o  what will surely be a 
much different forest forty lo  frily years from now For the sake of the forest itself 88 we11 as for adjoining 
landowners the George Washington should be planning to aggressively combat the spread of gypsy moth. 

The Covingion-Alleghany Chapter of the WLA believes that the GWNF must make an increased effort to 
presewe the oak component of the Forest Currentlythe only spraying done on the Forest to control gypsy moth 
1s to protect high-use recreation areas, highways and a small research area Our Chapter strongly recommends 
thai the GWNF select stands of oak over the entire forest that can be sprayed and protected. In addnlon, small 
scattered clearcut8 of approximately 1525 acres in size should be made in advance of the gypsy moth on the 
better oak-hickory sites R is essential that the GWNF put more emphasis on the impact of the gypsy moth on 
the long term heanh of the Forest ecosystem 

Gypmo controls are loo Iimlted using AR 8, to minimize 10888s each end every method of control should be 
exerclsed whether it be chemical control or silvicultural control 

Letter 2823 

Letter 3599 

Letters 3617,2387 

Letter 3683 

Letter 3814 

Letter 3822 

Letter 3884 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3956 

Letter 3963 

Letter 4257 

Response 

The Draft Plan does not aggressively address the coming gypmo Left to natural control, the pest will destroy 
the oak specles on private and public timber lends of the county. We support the use of effectwe pesticides 
along with silvicukural procedures to combat the spread of this destructive pest. 

Alternative #8 fails to allow for the proper treatment of gypsy moths Besides the very real potential of 
considerable timber loss, there is the increased risk of wildfire 

Alternative 8 virtually ignores any effective method of managing Gypsy Moth Under this Alternative, only 50 
percent of the forest would even be available for Gypsy Moth treatment 

In some areas the moth populations need to be kept in checked The National Forest should have the option 
to do this where needed Alternative 8 does not provide enough acres open l o  treatment l o  Drovlde foresters 
and other resource professlonais the option of controlling the gypsy moth. 

A full-scale gypsy moth war needs to be added to Alternative 8 

The Drafl Plan does not provide adequate direction on how the GWNF will deal with the existing gypsy moth 
problem We recommend that the GWNF develop a proactive policy detailing both pre-moth (e g , siivicultural 
methods) and post-moth (%e., salvage, spraying) strategies. Biologically-oriented protocols should be devel- 
oped utilizing state, federal, and academic biologist expertise 

An. 8 makes no allowance for moth mgi. 

The Recorder, 27 Mar 1992. 'There should be a lot more consideration put into this plan aboutthe gypsy moth.' 

The reduction of gypmo controls in An 8 would most likely resun in an increase in the gypmo populations and 
this will be disastrous for the area's public and private lands 

The treatment policy for the Forest Service preferred alternative is discussed in Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan 
under 'ISSUE 11 - GYPSY MOTH' 

Table 3 1  1 displays the amount of lands 'generally available'. 'available under limded circumstances'. and 'not 
available' for insecticide treatment Alternatives 8, 8A and 12 contain no acreage that is 'not available' of all 
the alternatives. Alternative 12 has the most acreage that Is 'generally available' 

For the Forest Service preferred aiternattve. M% of the Fcrea IS 'generally available' and 37% of the Forest 
could be considered for treatment only under limited circumstances In practice, only a small number of acres 
have been treated annually. Over the past five years. the treatment acreage has ranged from 203 to 7,871 acres, 
with an average of 4.610 acres per year This amounts to about 6 4% of acreage severely defoliated by the gypsy 
moth every year 

The Revised Plan does not limd the treatmenis of gypsy moth populations to lands sultable for timber produc- 
tion Silvicultural practices cannot control gypsy moth populations 
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Defoliated and recently killed trees wlthin stands can Increase the difficulty of suppressing wildfires and 
decreases the safety of firefighters Addltional downed material can Increase the intensty of wildfires This 
hazard, however, decreases over time as new vegetation replaces the dead trees 

Letter 2542 The forest managers should be given as much latltude as posibleto combat this destructive pest (gypsy moth) 
Thls includes the number of acres that could be considered for insectlcide treatment We endorse having the 
abilty to treat 679,340 acres per year 

All reasonable options for the management of gypsy moth populations and their impacts are available under 
Alternative 8A The use of any of these options must be based on sound biological evaluations and compelling 
economic analysis. 

Response 

Letter 279 

Letter 3984 

[Suggest] addltional study of the effects of gypsy moth presence. 

I propose a8 a mltigation of the veiy real gypsy moth problem a massive increase in research done by the Forest 
Service on integrated pest management that would involve biological controls of the moth, coupled wnh a 
monltoring program that does not involve salvage sales 

Many groups, including Universdies, Forest Service Research, and other research branches of the Department 
of Agriculture are studying the effects of gypsy moth on forest ecosystems 

Response 

Letters145,374,383,766,769.847,848,849,850,851,~1.9~,~1,992,993,1194,1195,1196.1428,1499,1500,1501,1502,1503. 
1504.1505,1506,1542,1616,1708,1709,1710,1711,1712,1713,1714,1715,1716.1724,2379,2080.2081,2082,2083,20&1,2338, 
2379.2443,3101.3102,3103,3104,3105,3106,3t07,3108,3109,3110,3111,3112,3113,3323,3324,3325,3904.4083,4084,4085, 
4086,4087,4088,4069,4090,4091 

Alternative 12 will accommodate the use of effedive pesticides to combat the spread of the moths 

Anernalive 12 is the best management plan for suppressing the spread and the destruction of the Gypsy Moth 

My family owns some hardwood timberland in Amherst County The acreage is not presently infested wlth gypsy 
moth but acreage in the area Is lfthe National Forest does not make a maximum effortto control the gypsy moth 
we may suffer the consequences I believe that Alt 12 of the plan would best serve the interesls of the entire 
public, especially d It can be modified to give more emphasis to gypsy moth control 

Gypsy Moth problems can be better addressed with Ailernalive 12 

Letter 183 

Letter 753 

Letter lo58 

Letters 1166, 3423, 3424,3822 
Provisions for Gypsy Moth control or treatment are limlted, wlth only 50% being available for treatment In 
Alternative 8 I believe the 83% in Alternative 12 will do more to minimize losses, not only on the Forest Service 
lands, but on nearby private lands as well 

I support Ab. 12 I feel that the threat of the gypsy moth is an important concern. The trees of the NFs should 
be protected and preserved Not only am I concerned for the financial effect of the loss of trees, but I am also 
concerned for the environmental effect I often enjoy controlling the overpopulation of many varieties of wildlrfe, 
by hunting I do not wish lo imagine our forests without the presence ofwildlife By ignoring the issue of spraying 
for gypsy moths, we are allowing the slow destruction of the forests 

I am in favor of Alt 12. Failure to use pesticide to control the population growth of the gypsy moth will eventually 
resuil in a great decline in our native American wildlife due l o  a lack of habitat Selecting only ceftaln areas as 
sultable for saving will also have a devastating effect on the wildlife as the mast from oak trees is their 8ource 
of food 

Adequate flexibilty to deal wdh the gypsy moth should be in the plan In this respect, Alternative 12 permlts 
greater acreage lo  be treated Gypsy moths are going to be going through the whole forest over the ne% 10 to 
15 years They will be a major factor in recreation and timbering They will probably alter the nature of many 
areas of the forest There should be adequate provision In the plan l o  adapt to the changes this will invoke. 

Lener 1293 

Letter 1984 

Lener 2066 
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Letter 2348 With gypmo approaching, Alt 12 Insures the survival of our forest It allocates a 33% Increase In acreage for 
treatment 

All reasonable efforts possible [should] be initiated to control and/or destroy the Gypsy Moth's growth and 
habitual destructton Alternative 12 1s more sulteble and encouraged 

Alternative 12 will allow more of the forest to remain In a healthy growing condition and should moderata the 
effects of pests like the Gypsy Moth which attack older, weakened forests 

Gypsy moth Is a reallty that will be wHh us for the foreseeable future. Len to Its natural consequences, the 
infestation will destroy much of the oak component of the forest and, we now understand, much of the sprout 
regeneration that it was assumed would replace the mature trees that die Alternative 12 will accommodate, the 
use of effective pestlcldes to combat the spread of the moths. In lieu of pestioldes, specified timber harvests are 
an absolutely essential tool Forest managers must be able to prescribe timber harvests before infestations take 
place In order to preserve tree species diverslty. 

Letter 2531 

Letter 2587 

Letter 261 0 

Letters 2647,2612,2643,2644,2646,3323 
I support Altarnative 12 as far a8 gypsy moths If the fore& aren't treated for them there will be no forests for 
anyone 

The timber losses certain to be caused by the gypsy moth will be vastly greater with Alternathre 8 Alternative 
12 allows more realistic levels of pesticide treatments to control gypsy moth, and an allowable sale quantlty that 
would allow the GWNF staff to plan harvests before Infestation occur so our timber resources are not wastedl 

Alternative 12 will provide for adequate means to combat the Gypsy Moth spread and prevent the destruction 
and loss of the valuable timber resource 

Alternative 12 will accommodate the use of effective pesticides to combat and slow the spread of the moth 

Gypsy Moth - Keep as In Alternative 12 

This plan (Alternative 12) will be more effective in combating the gypsy moth by using effective pesticldes to 
prevent the spread of the moths. Something must be done to protect our oak trees from devastation by these 

Letter 2926 

Letter 3706 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3951 

Letter 4059 

pests 

Response Eradication of the gypsy moth is no longer considered feasible 

The revision oftha Forest Plan does not involvethe magnitude of the gypsy moth control program As discussed 
In Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 11 - GYPSY MOTH', the protocol developed under the 
Appalachian Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Project is used to make such 
decisions Any decision on the amount of treatment undertaken in any gwen year must be supported by 
site-speotfic environmental analysis and disclosure Such analysis is outside the scope of the revision of the 
Forest Plan 

Tabla 3 1  1 displays the amount of lands 'generally available', 'available under limited circumstances', and 'not 
available' for lnsactlclde treatment. Alternatives 8, 8A and 12 contain no acreage that is 'not available' Of all 
the alternatives, Alternative 12 has the most acreage that Is 'generally available' 

The widespread use and reliance on insecticides is biologically ineffective It will not stop the spread of gypsy 
moth Furthermore. widespread use would adversely affectthe bioioaicai diversw of other insects inhabltina the - 
Forest 

The gypsy moth is becoming a naturalized part of the hardwood forest ecosystem of the Forest The Forest will 
change as a result of the gypsy moth These changes will play out over several generations of trees Forest 
change will be a long-term process The Revised Plan recognizes the importance of ecosystem processes and 
diversity In the changing landscape of the hardwood forest following the appearance and establishment of the 
gypsy moth 

There Is concern about the effects of gypsy moth mortality on the oak component, and Indirectly on many 
wiidlda species Repeated gypsy moth defoliation may severely damage the oaks in some stands and may 
reduce the density of oaks In other stands However. most of the oaks are not being destroyed In gypsy moth 
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Impacted areas Forest change Is inevitable now that the gypsy moth Is spreading throughout the Forest The 
gypsy moth will InHiate a long process of forest change and adaptation. where weakened trees die and are 
replaced by new vegetation. Trees surviving gypsy moth Impacts will continue to grow and provlde resources 
for wlldlHe. 

On are- of lhe Fore& that receive heavy gypsy moth defoliation and subsequent mortality. compositional shMs 
In vegetation petterns and species domlnance are anticipated The Revlsed Pian Includes provlslona for 
monltorlng the oak component of the fore& along wlth other specles, In order lo evaluate lhe impact of gypsy 
moth defollation. 

Alternative 12 has a more aggressive timber salvage program than Alternative 8A. Anernalive I2 ha9 more 
acreage suitable for limber production and, therefore, more acreage where silvicultural Dractices could be 
employed lo regenerate oak species. 

Laner 56 We landowners contiguous to the National Forest strongly support all Forest Servlce efforts In gypsy moth 
control. 

Letters 1166,3423.3424 

Lener 2262 

Latter 2342 

Letter 2633 

Letter 3823 

Response 

Lener 56 

Response 

.~ 
In Alt. 12 provlslons for Gypsy Moth control or treatment are 83% and will do more to mlnimlze losses, not only 
on Forest SONIC~ lands, but on nearby private lands as well. As a private land owner near QWNF I feel 
threatened by your actions in Alternative 8 has 5wb available for treatment 

We urge the adoption of Alternative X12. One of our concerns Involvesthe Gypsy Moth Unless adjacent public 
lands are also protected, the gypsy moth can overwhelm the efforts of private Individuals ii oaks, are lost from 
large areas, lt will be tragic for such species as deer, squirrels, turkeys, and bears, as well as many other 
animals 

Aitarnativa X8 would surely cause the spread of gypsy moth on the forest, the private landowner will have no 
chance to control the moth on his private property. 

Many adjoinlng landowners have also expressed concern about uncontrolled gypsy moth Infestations in forest 
areas where no roads or control measures are allowed. These people in the main oppose wilderness deslgna- 
lion. 

The reduced level of control [of gypsy moth] proposed in Alternative 8 would accelerate the destruction of our 
mambers private stands of timber. 

Chapter2 of the Revised Plan contains a dlsoussion of the gypsy moth program forthe Forest S e ~ i c e  preferred 
alternative under 'ISSUE 11 - GYPSY MOTH'. 

The most efficient approach to gypsy moth management is to allow populatlonsto rise and fall naturally. Avlrus 
disease (NPV) usually brings about a collapse of damaging gypsy moth populations In one to three years 

There are no data to support the contention that populations of gypsy moth that are under natural control will 
in any way influence timber impacts on private lands Populations on private lands increase and decrease 
relative to natural control and through pest suppression on those private lands 

01 particular concern lo our Forest contiguous acreage, homes, and buildings is the need for a GW Forest 
suppression buffer strlp as wide as possible nexi to the private land This would lessen blow-overs from 
untreated Forest land and, more Important, provide a form of fire break as the untreated Forest becomes 
shadeless dry trees and tender understory 

Treatment of a buffer strip of National Forest land to manage gypsy moth adjacent to private landowners would 
only perpetuatethe population in a pre-outbreak mode and would be too costly to implement. Many landowners 
do not want Insecticides sprayed on their forest and Indicate that they would prefer Imle or no spraying on the 
Forest 
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Letter 371 1 

Response 

The Impact of gypsy moth on board hawest should be considered. 

The Impact of gypsy moth on forest vegetation 1s covered In the Vegetation section of the FElS 

Letter 1456 

Letter 3927 

Response 

Because of the threat of gypsy moth, I feel we should keep all mgt ophons open to allow for treatment of areas. 
salvage of dead trees 

Because of the threat and uncertainly of the effeats the gypsy moth will have on the forests, I think all options 
should remain open for treatment of the areas, salvage of dying and dead trees, etc 

The Revised Plan was wrinen to provide forest managers wtih reasonable opUons for menaging gypsy moth 
outbreaks and gypsy moth impacts, with due oonslderation gwen tothe ecological adaptation of our forests and 
the exploitation of natural biological control agents. 

Letter 2(160 

Response 

The gypsy moth is here to stay rt must be allowed to integrate Into the ecosystems and be brought under natural 
biological control. 

Forest managers recognize that the gypsy moth Is here to stay. Forest change and adaptation will be a 
long-term process. The ecological processes of plant succession and biological control on the Forest will be 
Important stabilizing forces In the adaptation of our hardwood forest ecosystem 

Letter 2203 

- 
Response 

You don't have an atternatlve listed that adequately addresses the gypsy moth None call for enough Dlmilan 
spraying B1 doesn't work No alternative calls for enough advanced culting. before infestation What abwt 
sahrage? You should offer every stick of wood the market will bear. 

The Revised Plan does not identlfy specdic treatments for gypsy moth Such a decision requires sltespecdlc 
analysis and disclosure As such, it Is beyond the programmatic analysis supporting the Revised Plan 

Those gypsy moth treatments which are evaluated in the Final Envimnmenial Impact Siatement- Appalachian 
Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonsbabon Pmlect and Find Envimnmenial Impact 
Statement as Supplemented [in] IS85 - USDA Gypsy Moth Suppression and Eradicabon Pm/ecis may be 
considered to manage gypsy moth populations on the George Washington National Forest 

Table 3-1 1 of the FEE demonstrates that a number of alternatives permit treatment on virtually all of the Forest. 

Atternatwe 5 has a very ambltious silvicunural and salvage program. It is debatable If the local timber market 
could absorb more volume than would be offered annually dlhis Anemawe is selected as the Revised Plan. 

Letter 2483 

Response 

The Gypsy Moth inflnratlon into our forests deeply concerns me. it would be a shame to see our oak and 
possible other hardwoods go the route of wild chestnuts Alternative 12 sounds by far the better route to take 
as opposed to #8. I" asklng you to put Alternative #I2 into action as soon as possible 

The tendency to equate the loss of American Chestnut to chestnut blight to the loss of oaks to gypsy moth 1s 
not valid. Long-term research has demonstrated that oak woodlands persist in splte of the gypsy moth 

Letter 4241 

Response 

Letter 4241 

We urge the Foreat Serviceto monltorthe impact of gypsy moth defoliation on the oak component of the forest 

The Forest Sewicewill document annual gypsy moth defoliation and periodically determine the extent of severe 
stand damage. Stand Inventory data are obtained on suitable lands on a ten year cycle 

Gypsy moth defoliation on the 150+ year old oak-dominated stands should be studied Immediately in order to 
assess the impacts of this pest on the structure and species composltion of potential old-growth forest 
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Response The oak stands on the Forest are aging As they age, morlallty from oak decline, gypsy moth and other natural 
causes Is snticlpated. The Revised Plan was developed under the understanding that a naturally evolving 
ecosystem Is one of the values that the public wants on the George Washington National Forest This value has 
to be balanced against the other values, products, mvlces and uses needed and wanted by the public 

Letter 2531 

Response 

Letter 505 

Response 

The deer herds will be forced to relocate to find food and thus the farmers will suffer In crop 1088 The turkey 
populations will decline from lack of efood source as well as other species of wild game and non-game animals 
wlthin all effected areas 

To date, research has demonstratedthat only squirrels are adversely impacted by gypsy moth defoliation Other 
game species seem to be able to maintain populations in the wake of gypsy moth impacts 

Ifeelthatdoing nothing aboutGypsy Moth isnotleningnaturetakeitscour~slncethese pestawere introduced 
by man wnhout natural predatorto keep their population in balance Ideally, introducing these predators wiihout 
causing addltional imbalance to the ecosystem would be the desired solution but this could be as risky as the 
Introduction of the gypsy moths themselves 

The principal natural enemy of the gypsy moth Is a specie-speciilc disease agent, called a nucleopolyhedrosis 
virus or NPV H was unwdiingly Introduced into the Unned States by entomologists in the early 19008 on the 
body of wasp parasltes of the gypsy moth Many other natural enemies have been introduced over the years, 
some have become established end others have not Natural enemies that ere speclfic to gypsy moth are 
favored over natural enemies that attack many ddferent insect species Introduction of the latter tyw of natural 
enemy may adversely impact the abundance of other Insect species in our woodlands 

Letter 2342 

Response 

Anernalive #8 would be the beginning of the end of timber supplied from the National Forest. A lot of people's 
livelihood could be affected If the proposed plan #8 goes into effect. 

Repeated gypsy moth defoliation may severely damage the oaks in some siands and may reduce the densny 
of oaks in many other stands However, mosl ofthe oaks are not being destroyed in gypsy moth impacted areas. 
Forest managers recognize that forest change is inevitable now that the gypsy moth is spreading through the 
Forest The gypsy moth will inltiate a long process of forest change and adaptation, where weakened trees die 
and are replaced by new vegetation This should not, however, be construed as 'the beginning of the end of 
limber supplied from the National Forest: 

Letter 2531 

Letter 2545 

Response 

This is ill-advised wlth an expected widaspread effect contrary to good forest management The Impact from 
such action will not only destroy a food source for game and non-game species alike but such action may well 
prove to be fatal to more than the proposed high estimate of forest loss 

The gypsy moth is not a natural threat We should be as active and assiduous in meeting this threat as we would 
be in fighting a forest fire. 

While the impact of gypsy moth on the vegetation of the Forest Is a serious concern, we must learn to live wlth 
the impacts of gypsy moth and allow, for the most part, natural enemies to regulate gypsy moth populations 
Direction in the Revised Plan provides forest managers wlth reasonable options for managing the gypsy moth 
and Its impacts. 

Letter 1368 

Response 

Oymo' The Council recommendsthe substitution of the policy statement in An. 9 which would permit the gypmo 
to run its natural course, except in cases when intervention IS needed l o  protect critical habitat for endangered, 
threatened, or sensnive species 

The Forest Service believes that limlting treatment of gypsy moth populations only to situations where It Is 
'needed to protect crltical habltat for endangered, threatened or sensltive species' is too restrictive. In practice, 
only a small number of acres are treated annually Over the past five years, the treatment acreage has ranged 
from 2C~2 to 7,871 acres, wlth an average of 4,610 acres per year. This amounts to about 6.4% of acreage 
severely defoliated by gypsy moth every year 
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Letter 82 The Forest says il will strive for an average rotatlon of even-aged stands of 135+ years in Management Areas 
14 and 15 Wlth the arrival of the gypsy moth. this may not be possible We request a reexamination of this 
standard In light of gypsy moth impacts. 

Long rotations will help meet the desired luture condition for them management areas. We must not abandon 
desirable objectives at the first sign of a problem, but rather we must learn to live with the impaots of gypsy moth 
and allow, for the most part, natural enemies to regulate gypsy moth populations Direction in the Revised Plan 
provides forest managers with reasonable options for managing the gypsy moth and lis impacts 

As to the alternatives proposed, we believe the Forest Service is In the best position to determine how to control 
the moths wnh very limited resources Thls would be Aiternative 6 

Response 

Letter 56 

Response In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will select the akernative to serve as the Revised 
Plan. This selection will involve a number offactors including the response of the aiternaiivestc concerns about 
gypsy moth. 

Letter 1546 I em most concerned wnh the use of pesticidesto ccntrol the gypmo in general, the less the human interlerence, 
the heanhier the ecology. Even when acting whh only good intensions, the tinkering of mankind wkh nature 
oflen has unexpected and oflen immeasurably destructive resuns. Pesticldes ere Incredibly dangerous sub  
stances to be using In a forest which harbors some of the last remnants of a natural and fully functioning 
ecology. The hazards Involved In treating the gypmo outbreak cannot be rationallzed by the benefb Qood 
sawtimber and preserving a pretty forest in the short term so people won't be shocked by lmle worms and 
defoliage doesn't seem like a good reason to tinker WHh pesticldes on such a masslve scale A natural solution, 
such as introduction of a natural enemy of the gypmo cr simply letting nature run Its course is a far better 
solution The ecology simply needs time to adapt to its introduction and restore some checks end balances 
Only dense stands of oaks will be affected Once those die out other species not as favorable to gypmo will 
move in The gypmo infection will die down as 116 favorite food source becomes scarce. isolated oaks will be 
able to continue the presence of the species in the forest until an opportunity to repopulate occurs There is 
nothing inherently wrong wlth different species achieving domination In the Forest, either temporarily or 
permanently. H the Forest uses pesticides no natural balance will ever be achieved. The gypmo infestailon will 
continue 

Your entire gypsy moth program and salvage sale is flawed and misrepresented The EIS notes detrimental 
impacb on birds, fish, mammals and gypsy moth predators (EIS, 344-47). Treatments delay the collapse of 
gypsy moth populations (EIS. 3.40). The gypsy moth kseH is much less a threat (EIS, 1-5) to the forest than is 
the gypsy moth program &elf (EIS, 3-44), The clearcutting/salvage program does not preserve the oak 
component. A 'no action' alternative would minimize long-term gypsy moth effects in the forest (EIS, 3 1  1 O), the 
closest alternative which is Aiternative #3 (Plan C46). There is no evidence to suggest that oak might regener- 
ate on sites of higher relative mortality 

Letter 2665 

Response The gypsy moth is becoming a naturalized part of the hardwood forest ecosystem of the Forest. Forest 
managers recognize that the Forest will change as a result of the gypsy moth These changes will play out over 
several generations of trees. Forest change will be a long-term process The Revised Plan and FEIS recognize 
the importance of ecosystem processes in the changing landscape of the hardwood forest following the 
appearance of gypsy moth 

Letter 1546 

Response 

The amount of pesticide restdueswill build up in animals. lnthe soil, the waters, and throughout the surrounding 
ecosystem. The pesticide to be used will not be as selective and kill only the gypmo. it will kill all leaf-chewing 
arthropods end buiietflies and moths in the areas to which it will be applied. That can not help but disrupt many 
food chains in the ecosystem, especially birds An. 8 proposes to apply the pesticides to 530,886 a0 The 
application of pesticide to that large an area may have potentially devastating effecis 

The adverse impacts of lnsedclde use are documented in the FEIS Although ail acres may be considered for 
treatment, the George Washington National Forest typically treats belween 2 , M  and 8,OW acres annually The 
majorlty of these acres are associated with recreation areas or are associated wlth experimental studies to 
evaluate the impact of gypsy moth on national forest resources and to evaluate the effectiveness of various 
gypsy moth control tactics 
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Letter 2265 

Letter 2727 

Letter 3705 

Response 

There are no effectlve silvicultural treatmenin presently available once gypsy moth has infested an area. Dlmllln 
has proven to be the most effectbe control for gypmo and is also safe when used around animals and humans. 
Therefore, I encourage you to use this effectbe tool. at least for the short term, untll an acceptable sllvlcultural 
control Is developed. I flnd It deplorablethat you suggest sening aside remote areas so they can be devastated 
by an Introduced exotic Insect such as gypmo 

I strongly support the use of dlmllln spraying program similar to programs Instltuted by Stab of Va. mandfde 
Not l o  follow such a course of actlon would be to waste much-needed State funds by allowlng Va'S and Wv's 
NFs to become unimpeded breedlng grounds for the gypsy moth. 

Gypsy moth needs bener control effolts than all the alternatives listed. BT spraying Is a waste of time. Use 
Dim Ill In. 

Emphasis for pest management should be based on protection of high value, common recreatlonlscenic or 
biological areas Chemlcal pesticide should be mlnlmlzed. 

The revision of the Forest Plan does not identify speclflc treatments for gypsy moth. Such a decision requires 
slte-apeclflc analysis and disclosure. As such, it Is beyond the ~rogrammatlo analvsls suppofiha the Revised 
Plan. 

The protocol for the treatment of gypsy moth populations has evolved under the Appalachian Integrated Pest 
Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Project Decisions on the speclflc treatmenis are made 
annually based on Forest health evaluatlons by professional entomologists. economic analysis and she-speck 
envlronmenkl analysis tiered lo  the environmental disclosure In the Finel Envimnmentel Impact Statement - 
Appalachian Integrated Pest Menegsment (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Project and Finel Envimnmem 
tal Impact Statement as Supplemented [in] 1985 - USDA Gypsy Moth Suppression and EmdicaUon Pm/ects. 

Those gypsy moth treatmenis which are evaluated in the Finel Envimnmentallmpect Statement - Appelechien 
Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Pro/ect and Fmal Environmental lmpect 
Statement as Supplemented [in] 1985 - USOA Gypsy Moth Suppression end EradicaUon Pmlects may be 
considered to manage gypsy moth populations on the Qeorge Washington Nallonal Forest 

Treatment of defoliating populations of gypsy moth are based on sound blologlcal evaluations and compelling 
economic analysis. Treatmenls to prevent gypsy moth defoilatlon are not justified where the benefits of treat- 
ment are less than the cost 

Letter 2664 

Response 

The Forest as we know It today will change drastically over the next 20 years due to the Impact of the gypsy 
moth The MKTF believes that the GWNF must make an Increased effort to preserve the oak component of the 
Forest Currentlythe only spraying done on the forest to control the gypsy moth Is to protect high-use recreation 
areas, highways and a small research aree. The MKTF strongly recommends that the GWNF select stands of 
oak over the entire forest that can be sprayed and protected 

There are no data that suggest that turkey populations will be adversely affected by the gypsy moth However, 
lf adverse Impacts are documented, Alternative 8 permltsthe consideration of treatment to manage gypsy moth 
populatlons In management areas associated wlth timber and wildlife 

Lener 3840 

Response 

No suppression of gypsy moth actlvltles allowed in Lillie River, Mount Pleasant, Management Area8 9 or 138. 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to include changes in the management area write-ups and allocations 
Except for the three roadless areas recommended for wilderness study, the remaining 24 roadless areas may 
be considered for treatment 

Letter 2MK) We have some deep concerns about Qypsy Moth and both the short term and long term effeots on the forest 
Apparently the alternatives call for control only on areas to be managed for timber with controls being, for the 
most part, sllvicuItural We believe that old growth areas should be protected to prevent ultimate devastation. 
It would seem that aerial applications of effective pesticides Is the only way this can be done 
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Response The application of Insechoides to stands with old growth characteristica would resun in the posslble elimination 
of many drfferent species of insect8 that may only occur in these stands. Treatments may result in a reduction 
of the biological diversity of these stands At present, the ID Team has no evidence to suggest that old growth 
stands are more susceptible to damage from repeated gypsy moth defoliation than are other stands. 

Letter 3537 Thelossof oakandotherspeciesthatproduce hardmaslinthe regionshould beagreatconcem in maintaining 
ecosystem dhwslty The gypsy moth and other forest dresses threaten to reduce the oak component of the 
region's forest The Wilderness Society recognizes the profound management dilemma this skuation presents 
We urge the Forest Service to monitor the impact of gypsy moth defoliation on the oak component of the forest. 

Response The gypsy moth Is becoming a naturalized part of the hardwood forest ecosystem of the Forest. The Forest will 
change as a resun of the gypsy moth. These changes will play out over several generations of trees Forest 
ohange will be a long-term process The Revised Plan recognizes the importance of ecosystem processes and 
dlverslty in the changing landscape of the hardwood forest following the appearance and establishment of the 
SYPSY moth 

There Is concern about the effect8 of gypsy moth mortsllty on the oak component, and indirectly on many 
wildlife species. Repeated gypsy moth defoliation may severely damage the oaks in some stands and may 
reduce the denslty of oaks in other stands However, most of the oaks are not being destroyed in gypsy moth 
impacted areas Forest change is inevitable now that the gypsy moth is spreading throughout the Forest The 
gypsy moth will initiate a long process of forest change and adaptation, where weakened trees die and are 
replaced by new vegetation Trees surviving gypsy moth impacts will continue to grow and provide resources 
for wildlfe 

On areas of the Forest that receive heavy gypsy moth defoliation and subsequent mortallty, compositional shlfts 
in vegetation patterns and species dominance are anttcipaied The Revised Plan includes provisions for 
monitoring the oak component of the forest, along with other species, in order to evaluate the impaci of gypsy 
moth defoliation 

Letter 3894 All chemical herbicides and pesticides are unsafe and should be banned Most importantly, Dimilin or similar 
chemical compounds should not be sprayed when other safer Gypsy Moth controls are available such as Bt and 
Gypcheck 

Ahernalive 3 exploresthe question of prohibaing the use of pesticides and other chemicals in the management 
of the Forest Such a decision would entail changing existing national and regional policies established in 
previous decisions by the Chief and the Regional Forester 

The Revised Plan does not make any decision to use herbicides. insecticides. defoliants or other pesticides k 
merely permits their use in accomplishing any project Prior to the use of any pesticide, a site-specdic environ- 
mental analysis must be performed and the environmental consequences of utilizing any particular pesitcide in 
a project must be disclosed Any site-specfic environmental analysis on the use of pesticides will be 'tiered' to 
the environmental disclosure in one or more of the following environmental impact statements' Final Env~ron- 
menial Impact Statement - Appalachian Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonsirahon 
Proiecr: Final Environmental Impact Statement as Supplemented [in] 1985 - USDA Gypsy Moth Suppression 
and Eradicahon Projects: and Final Environmental Impact Statement for Vegetahon Management in the A p  
palachian Mountains 

The Forest Service reserves the right to use chemicals approved by the Environmental Protection Agency and 
listed in the three environmental impact statements when they can be correctly applied and when they are 
deemed appropriate by the deciding officer The Revised Plan contains standards that must be used whenever 
adecision is madetoemploy pesticides in a project designed toachievethegoals and objectives ofthe Revised 
Plan 

Response 
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GYPSY MOTHS AND OTHER PESTS Silvlcultural Practlcea 

Letter 145 Silvicultural control of the gypsy moth will be Ignored or limned over a high percentage of the forest Clearcuts 
ahead of ihe moth's invasion can assure adequate oak regenerabon wlth both seedlings and sprouts. 

Letters145,374,383,7ffl,7W,847,848,849,~.851.~1,~,985,991,~,993,1194,1195,1196,1426,1499,1500,1501,15M, 

4M17,4088,4089,4090,4091 

1503,1504,1505,1506.1542,1616,17O8,17O9,1710,1711,1712,1713, t714,1715,1716,1724,2O79,2080,2081.2082, xK13, M84, 
2379,2443,3101,3102,3103,3104,3105.3106,3107,31O8,3109,3110,3111,3112,3113,3323,3324,3325,4033,4084,~, 4086, 

Forest managers must be able to prescribe timber harvests before infestations take place in order to preserve 
tree species dwersity 

Letter 490 

Letter 502 

Letter 704 

Letter 749 

Letter 1446 

Letter 1470 

Letter 1858 

Letter 2253 

Letter 2256 

Letter 2257 

Letter z58 

Letter 2275 

Letter 2316 

Letter 2538 

AR 12 will allow more of the forest to remm in a healby growing condiiion and should moderate the efleets 
of pests like the gypsy moth which attack older weakened foresis Maintain biological dhrersity through 
harvesting is an accepted and essential method of protecting the forest from this foreign pest Left in a natural. 
unmanaged state, much of the oak component of this forest will be destroyed and wasted, ioslng wood, reo, and 
visual values 

Oak trees should be harvested in advance of gypsy moth infestation 

The Plan will put my timberland at risk by not managing intenswely enough to lessen the effects of gypsy moth 

I would encourage the utilization of silvicultural alts to control the effect of Gypsy Moth infestations I feel a 
program of spraying to control the spread of Gypsy Moth, and planned harvesting, in advance of the infestation. 
is desirable 

With no clearcutting, how do you propose to realistically check, control. or eliminate the gypsy moth? 

I disagree wlth Alt 6 This will not keep the forest in good health and wlth the infection of the gypmo the mature 
timber is at great risk of bad damage wlth no young timber ready to take iis place 

The George Washington National Forest is being threatened by impending gypsy moth infestation. In order to 
prepare for this pest, silvicunural prescriptions must be made to preserve the oak component and vltalw of the 
forest 

I urge you l o  look more favorably on 12 The gypsy moth has begun to damage our forests and we will need 
to remove those trees for the protection of the other trees before infestations from other insect6 destroys what 
is left In using alternative 12 effective use of pestiwdes will be allowed 

Alternative 8 does not provide for the sale of enough timber from the forest or adequately address the Gypsy 
Moth ihreat 

AH 8 will continue to allow the spread of the gypsy moths and kill 25% to 30% of the NF which will reduce oak 
and other mast-producing trees Ey allowing this to happen, you have reduced the value of your oak stands 
dramatically. not l o  mention the impact this would have on the people who rely on timber harvesting as a way 
of ide 

I understand this plan would reduce timber harvesting and allow the gypsy moth to spread through the forest 
Both of these aspects of the plan would have an adverse dec t  on a valuable resource. 

[Alternative 12 would] help control the gypsy moth by removing trees using them in a more eflicient way 

[Alternative 121 allows parts of the forest to remain in healthy growing condition This will moderate the effects 
of the gypsy moth rather than leave the forest to grow old, weakened and subject to devastation by the gypsy 
moth 

Gypsy moth control would be greatly enhanced by harvesting stands of high value sawtimber species when 
they become susceptible l o  defoliation 
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Letter2a6 

Letter 2664 

Letter 2679 

Letter 3637 

Letter 3659 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3831 

Letter 3929 

Letter 3963 

Letter 4048 

Silvicultural control of the Gypsy Moth will be ignored or limlted over a high percentage of the forest [under 
Alternative 121 

Silviculture treatment is the most cost effective long-term way to regenerate new oak stands Entire stands of oak 
are being elimlnaled from the Forest due to gypsy moth mortality il Is ewential that the GWNF put more 
emphasis on the impact of the gypsy moth on the long term health of the Forest ecosystem. 

Gypsy moth infestation will destroy much of the oak component of the forest, and I now understand, much of 
the sprout regeneration that it was assumed would replace the mature trees that die I support, and believe, that 
Alternative 12 will accommodate the use of effective pesticides to combat the spread of the moths In lieu of 
pesticides, specdied timber harvest are an absoluteh/ essentialtool Prescribetimber harvest before infestations 
take place in order to preserve tree species dNerslty 

Consideration should be given to cutting high value hardwood timber in advance of the Gypsy moth to capture 
the value and assure regeneration of Oak species 

The gypsy moth is moving into this area. The timber harvest should not be decreased because every tree 
destroyed by the gypsy moth is value lost, which could have been an asset If harvested Most of thetrees killed 
by the gypsy moth will also destroy the root system, however, trees cut for harvest will sprout from the root 
system 

Silvicultural Ireatmenis should be used (not considered) l o  reduce gypsy moth susceptabillty 

Must cut high value stands in front of the gypsy moth 

Harvest high qual& sites ahead of the Gypsy Moth 

The fact that a stand of whlte oak will die due to heavy gypmo damage does not necessarily just@ its 
harvest-especially thru clearcutting 

Virginia Review (Clifton Forge). 13 Mar 1992 The Forest Service should also take into consideration the impact 
the gypsy moth will have H makes more sense to harvest timber before It is destroyed by the insect 

I am not buying into the smokescreen that the best way to control gypsy moth infestation, is to clearcut vast 
tracts of forest acres in advance of infestation 

SilvicuHural practices will not control gypsy moth populations 

Atternativa 8A has been formulated with an ASCI of 330 MMBF to permit the Forest Service to regenerate stands 
In eminent danger from gypsy moth mortailty on lands sultabie for timber production Some amount of mortality 
is unavoidable 

Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 11 - GYPSY MOTH' discusses the use of silvicultural Practices 
to reduce the susceptibillty and vulnerability of forest stands New standards are Included in Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Plan that provide for siivicuHurai practices to establish regeneration in advance of infestations on lands 
subable for timber production Standards also allow for limited intervention to delay the Impaob of gypsy moth 
defoliation before timber harvesting can be completed and the stand successfully regenerated 

Letter 487 

Response 

Alternative #5 is the only one (besides #14) that addresses the gypsy moth It reasonably aspires to harvest 
high value sawtimber prior to gypsy moth attacks 

Alternative 0A now contains a common standard that allows salvage of dead, dying or degrading trees to utilize 
high value products. 

Letter 2696 Alternative 14 provides for slightly higher timber harvest levels Wlth the future increased level of gypsy moth 
defoliation and resuitmg mortality. It is up to the forest to take the lead in harvesting valuable sawtimber before 
mortallty Wlththe increasedconcernfor above costtimber sales. this would seem to bethe logical and prudent 
method to maximize raturns 
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Response As displayed In Table 3-29, Abernathre 8A regenerates almo81 as much acreage as Akernative 14 

L&r 1880 - Because of the possible effect of gypsy moths on our hardwoods, we need to keep all of our options open In 
protecting our NF 

All reasonable options for the management of gypsy moth populations and their lmpaots are available under 
Alternatrve 8A. The use of any of these options must be bawd on sound biological evaluations and compelling 
economic analysis. 

Response 

Letter 1300 Gypsy moth does not bother 30 year old or less slands of Oak as bad, so il you would cui more of your mature 
slands that sre high in Oak composltion you will be bettor OH In the long Nn. Ahernat,ve 12 f h  that bill the best 

With Alternatlve 12 lt should be posslbleto aggresslvely grow strong heanhy trees, by regeneratlng clearcutling 
wkh seedlings and sprouts. Such young trees should be better able to resist the deadly Gypsy Moth. 

Everything practical should be done to minimize the negative Impacts of the gypsy moth Also, as much of lha 
dead and dying materlal as posslbla should be salvaged Clearcutling 30 to 40 acre etands of oak In advance 
of gypsy moth defoliation may help preserve the oak component lrom loss lo  the gypsy moth Whereas 
shehemood. group selection and Individual troe selection harvesls will not be as elfectlve 

Claarcuts ahead of the moth's invasion can assure adequate oak regeneration wilh both seedlings and sprouts 

0 the 259,036 acres deemed sunable, only 1% is to be harvested annually The only acceptable method of 
regenerating hardwood Is by clearcutling This regeneration process 18 to be restricted to 300 acres per year. 
The balance of the 2,300 acres is designed to 'set the table' tor gypsy moth thereby Increasing tree morlaidy 
be the Insect As the Insect moves into these areas. lrwill have few trees to feed on so all will be defollated and 
thrown into stress. especially d cuning or release has occurred wlrhln the past 5 years. 

Since gypsy moth will feed on over202 species, we can expect the meager 2.- acres to be destroyed because 
forestry Is not to be practiced Clearcutting the dead trees will be tor salvage and of no value 

Preltmlnary observations seem lo show that recontly regenersted seodlinglsapllng stands are not defollated as 
severely as older stands of pole timber end sawtimber size trees Also seedlinglsapling stands have been 
observed lo  refoliate more completely and have less subsequent momlity Whether or not this observation 
could be repeated fot stands regenerated by sheiiemood or moddled shohemood is unknown Not enough Is 
known to say ahernalive 12 provides a bener solulion because n allows more clearcutllng 

Letter 1854 

m e r  2542 

Letter 2616 

Letter 2913 

Letter 2913 

Response 

Letter 2379 Forest managers must be able to prescribe timber harvests before infestations take place in order to preserve 
tree species diversity. 

The Revlsed Plan provides standards that allcw silvicultural treatments In advance of gypsy moth Infestations. Response 

Letter 3537 Decisionsto log should considerthe importance that coarse woody debrls and uneven-aged conditions provide 
to the structural diversily of the site Management decisions to salvage timber should evaluate whether logging 
will produce the desired future composition of the stand better than natural regeneration following gypsy 
moth-Induced mortaidy Funds should be budgeted to InHiate and continue a detailed study of the impacts that 
timber management and gypsy moth have on stand structure and composltion (Including herbaceous comp- 
nent) Gypsy moth defoliation on the 150+ year old oak-dominated stands should be studied immediately In 
order to assess the impaols oflhls pest on the structure and species composltion of potential old-growth forest. 

The Revised Plan recognizes the importance of uneven-aged management as a silvlcuitural system. Howevai 
there are concerns on how such a system can be applied to a large forest ownership, already of an even-aged 
character, comprised mostly of intolerant species. Portions of scme management areas seemed sulted to 
uneven-aged management based on several criteria developed by the IDTeam The ~ffeots of gypsy moth and 
other agents will be observed and studied throughout the plan period 6s they affect all parts of the forest. 

ResDOnSe 
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Letter 3728 The gypsy moth is and will be a dominant factor in its effect on the desired future condnion of the GWNF. it is 
our recommendation that the oawhickory forest type be maintained to the extent practical 

The Revised Plan includes standards that allow for sllvlcuttural treatments to maintain as much oawhickory 
forest type as is compabbie with other resource needs 

Response 

Lelter 57 

Response 

How determine gypsy moth highlysuscepbble siands? How regenerate? All thissounds good but isveryvague. 

The Forest would use research io develop siand wsoeptibliky guides. Based on siie-specific analysis. regenera- 
tron would be by planting hardwood or pine seedlings when natural regeneration of desirable species was not 
adequate 

GYPSY MOTHS AND OTHER PESTS: Olhsr Pest. 

Letter 57 

Response 

Letter 2542 

ReSDOnSe 

Avoid non-natural actions as a means of avoiding the natural pests of insects fungi, eic. This can usually be 
done on an individual tree basis and do not worry about openings large enough for regeneration values if such 
trees happen to  be in groups. 

The Revised Pian and FEiS recognizes the role that natural enemies play in the regulation of pest populabons 
To the extent possible. pest populations will be permitted io follow a natural course 

Wtih the majoriiy of the oak stands on the Forest being in the older age classes and having been subjected to 
extended periods of drought stress during the 1980'9, there is already a high incidence of oak decline WW the 
gypsy moth added io the picture, the negative Impacts, which include severe tree mortaliiy, are significant 

The oak stands on the Forest are aging. As they age, mortaliiy from oak decline, gypsy moth and other natural 
causes is anticipated One of the assumptions inherent in the ecosystem management policy is the understand- 
ing that a naturally evolving ecosystem is one of the values that the public wants on the George Washingion 
National Forest This value has to be balanced against the cthervalues, products. condltions and uses needed 
and wanted by the public 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS: 3.47, paragraph 6 - A  more balanced review of oak decline is nemssary - (see Zohner) 

The discussion of oak decline failed io mention the significance of the ecological processes of nutrient cycling, 
forest succession, and stand dynamics as II relates to oak decline. This section has been rewriilen to emphasize 
these ecological processes. 

Letter 2913 

Response 

The secondtuy organisms that actually kill the trees root systems pravenhng sprouimg are. two-lined chesinut 
borer (agrilus biiineatus and shoestring root-rot carmillaria meilea), which you don't mention 

These organisms are mentioned on page 3-38 of the Draft Environmental impaot Statement 
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GYPSY MOTHS AND OTHER PESTS Salvage 

Letter 2232 

Letter 2665 

Letter 3567 

Response 

Letter 2861 

Response 

Letter 2929 

Response 

Letter 981 

Letter 3705 

Letter 3710 

Response 

Letter 3710 

tl will be prohlbnlvely expensive to attempt to control the gypsy moth. We believe the focus should be on the 
salvage pollcy of timber killed by repeated defoliation Experience on salvage gained over the l ~ t 3  years need 
to be wrMen Into the Plan In more detail The research of Dr. Kurt Gottschaik should be included In the selvage 
policy. 

Salvage sale areas are determined by access alone, I e. no biological standards for determlnlng salvage 
sukabiitg. This applies to all management areas and Is a travesty, allowing clearcutting In all areas not afforded 
wilderness designation. All  roadless areas, senshve blological a r m ,  and riparian areas should be protected 
from logging of all kinds 

We oppose the salvage 01 timber in areas which are not being managed for timber. Management areas 9. 14. 
15, and riparian areas are places which we feel should not be entered lor thls purpme. The simple existence 
of timber which has suffered Insect or other damage Is not enough reason to enter these areas for salvage, and, 
unless fulfilling some wildlde needs, these areas should not be cut for salvage 

The Revlsed Pian anticipates that most salvage operations will occur on lands sudable lor timber production 
Most salvage will occur on suitable lands, and primarily along existing roads Occasionally salvage may occur 
on unsultable lands and away from roads, as recently done on the Lee Ranger District using helicopter logging. 
The Revised Plan contains standards llmding the locations of salvage on unsuitable land to where it helps meet 
the desired future conddion and provides for public safety 

If the moths leave a lot of dead oaks, etc.. then by all means allow these to be selectively cut and removed. 

Part of the salvage operations will involve the removal of dead, dying or damaged trees that have usefulness 
as high value products 

Since the Gypsy Moth infestation may produce significant numbers of dead trees, the Forest Plan should 
describe spectfic orkeriafguideilnes for salvage cuts. Only dead trees-not adjacent trees or trees that may 
die-should be cut The timber harvested in salvage cuts should be included as part of the annual allowable 
timber yield from the Forest 

Salvage includes harvest of stands of trees dead, dying and, in some cases, damaged trees from causes 
including lire, wind, ice or snowstorm' and insect or disease attack Forest management is practiced on a stand 
basis, not an Individual tree basis Repeated entries to salvage trees as they die would be disturbing io ather 
resource values Salvage from unsultable land is not part of ASQ, but will be  pa^ of the Timber Sale Program 
Quantity shown in the Revised Plan. 

The Plan is vague regarding salvage cutting tt should describe specific guidelines for such cutting In the case 
of gypsy moth damage, only dead trees should be cut. 

Salvage sales need to be spelled out more clearly ~ when, where and how. 

We strongly object to the assumption that, tl mortality from the gypsy moth does occur, R will be appropriate 
to conduct 'salvage' harvests of affected stands Where stumpage has Significant commercial value, the salvage 
concept may have some mer% value could be lost if the trees are subjected to the natural process of decay 

One of the justifications for salvage is to utilize high value products before that value 1s lost to decay Mher 
reasons are to provide for public safety. provide for scenic rehabilitation. or meet demand for fuelwood. 

Given the complete lack of any supporting data to iustify the viability. costs, or benefits from gypsy moth 
harvesting, reference to thls practice should be deleted from the George Washington's management scheme. 
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Response 

Letter 3814 

Response 

The Revlsed Plan provides standards that allow salvage of dead, dying. and, In some cams, damaged, trees 
to utilize high value products, DrOVide for Dublic safetv. Drovide for scenic rehabilltation. and meet demand for 
fuelwood 

Anernative 8 calls for some salvage cutting to take place after en area has been killed by Gypsy Moth Thle lo 
no better than shutting the barn door afier the horse has gotten out After timber has died, b commercial value 
drops draslically because of defects 115 value will alx) be lower because the market will be flooded when 
evelyone tries to sell their dead and dying timber at once Loggers do not like harvesting this timber because 
of the increased danger of the operation and the lower product value 

The Revised Forest Plan provides for a combination of salvage before mortality begins as well as d e r  It has 
occurred 

Letter 4262 

Response 

Ail 8 puts no restriction on logging due to current gypmo defoliation and 'potential' areas ofgypmo defoliation, 
thus leaving timber available for salvage sales 

Repeated gypsy moth defoliation may severely damage the oaks In some stands and may reduce the densriy 
of oaks in many other stands However, most oflhe oaks are not being destroyed in gypsy moth impacted areas 
Forest managers recognize that forest change is inevitable now that the gypsy moth is spreading across the 
Forest The gypsy moth will initiate a long process of forest change and adaptation, where weakened trees die 
and are replaced by new vegetation The Revised Plan will display the Timber Sale Program Quantriy which 
includes additional volume not included in the ASQ 

Letter 4226 Given the biological richness of Laurel Fork, I encourage the GWNF to take prevent.ve measures in an effort to 
preserve hobltat for ETS and other spocies This follows [Standard] 17 for SEAS and 271 for Rsmote Highlands 
Such steps should precode harvesting live oak treestor salvage Only d proventwe steps fail. should a carefully 
thought out salvage plan be undertaken 

The Warm Springs Dostrict Rangor is reported in The Recorder of April 17, 1 S?iZ. to have predicted 'salvage cu(9 
of high grade older trees in Lourel Fork before too long,' precipitated by gypsy moth destruction 

Laurel Fork has been designated as a special management area and is unsuitable for timber production 
Salvage. In all likelihood will not take place wdhin the core of Ihe area Any salvage would take place along 
existing roads. and wodd be carried out in an environmentally sensitive manner so as not to disrupt habltels 
for ETS species. 
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ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION Inadequate Envlronmental Dleclwure 

Latter 3685 

Letter 3685 

Response 

Failure to discuss the indirect effects of the alternatives (also required by NEPA and CEQ implementing 
'regulations) This is especially impoltant wlth respect to the road construction actlvlties that accompany almost 
every aliemahve (as well as any constructton activities assoelated wNh new recreational or other facilities). No 
mention we8 made of the effeots of the actual construction of the roads (dust, noise, other disturbances caused 
by heavy machinery. etc.) or any efforts to mltigate those effects The EIS also did not discuss the secondary 
effects of Increased access to more remote areas of the forest. 

Failure to discuss at least the more predictable indirect effects, such as those associated wlth construction 
activities, may also lead to challenges to the statement's adequacy 

The Revised Plen Is a programmatic document that establishes program direction and policy on the manage- 
ment of the Forest. Any projects discussed In the Revised Plan or F E E  are oniy proposals The Forest will be 
maklng subsequent decisions on the construction or expansion of any developed recreation sites and the 
construction or reconstruction of any roads based on slte-specnic anelysis and disclosure. 

Ldter 3685 

Response 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Another malor deficiency of the €IS was its failure to discuss mitigation measures for adverse impacts as 
required by NEPA and by the CEO implementing regulations Nowhere in the statement were mitigation 
measures discussed in any detail: often the EIS simply stated that such measures would be undertaken to the 
extent practical The statement should discuss possible mltigation measures in enough detail forthe reader to 
evaluate which ones are practical. Failure to discuss mitigation in the EIS itself may give rise to luture challenges 
to the statement's adequacy. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) implementing regulations in 40 CFR 15M 14(f) state that the 
section of the €IS that contains the alternatives shall 'include appropriate mitigation measures not already 
Included in the proposed actton or alternatives ' II states in 40 CFR 1502.6(h) that the environmental Dense. 
quences sectlon shall include discussions of 'means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts (if not fully 
covered under 15M.l4(f)) 'The last sentence of each wrlte up of the alternatives in EIS Chapter 2 Indicates that 
planning records contain details ot Forest standards end management area standards that set fotth the 
mltigating measures associated with each alternative. In addition, the standards - and thus, the mitigating 
measures - forthe preferred alternative are disclosed in detail in Chapter 3 of the Revlsed Plan. This disclosure 
complies with the National Environmental Policy A d  and the CEQ implementing regulations concerning mhiga- 
tion measures 

Present undesirable condltion of forest not described or addressed 

The environmental disclosure in Chapter 3 of the FEE needs to be an objectnre description of the present 
condition of the environment and the anticipated environmental effects from implementing the alternatives. The 
ID Team has attempted to avoid value judgements such as describing the present condition of the Forest as 
'undesirable'. 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Beneflts of gypsy moth defoliation not addressed (snags-dentrees-nurse logs-soil nutrients to mitigate soil 
drying from increased windhun) 

On page 3-38 of the DEB, It is stated that forest insect and disease organlsms contribute to many ecological 
processes of forests including nutrient cycling, plant succession. and forest dynamics Page 3.46 mentions the 
benefd of snags to wildlife. 

Eftacts of herbicides and pesticides on non-target species not addressad 

The effect of Insecticides on non.targetspecies is poorly known Sufficient research results regarding the impact 
of gypsy moth suppression techniques are still a number of years away What is known at this time Is presented 
in the FEiS 
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Letter 3933 

Response 

Letter 3933 

Response 

costs of herbicides/pesticides not addressed 

The revision of the Forest Plan does not identify specific treatnenls for gypsy moth Such a decision requires 
sltespecific analysis and disclosure As such, lt is beyond the programmatic analysis suppodng the Revised 
Plan 

The protocol for the treatment of gypsy moth populations has evolved under the Appalachian Integrated Pest 
Management WIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Prolect Declsions on the speolfic treatments are made 
annually based on Forest health evaluations by professional entomologists, economic analysis and sdespecific 
environmental analysis tiered to the environmental disclosure in the F l d  Environmental Impact Statement - 
Appalachian Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Proleor and FinalEnvimnmental 
Impact Statement as Supplemented [In] 1985 - USDA Gypsy Moth Suppression and Eradication Pro/ects. 

Those gypsy moth treatments which are evaluated in the final Envlmnmentd Impact Statement - Appalachian 
Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Gypsy Moth Demonstration Project and Final Envimnmenlal Impact 
Statement as Supplemented [m] 1985 - USDA Gypsy Moth Suppression and Eradication Pmlects may be 
considered to manage gypsy moth populations on the George Washington National Forest 

Treatment of defoliating populations of gypsy moth are based on sound biological evaluations and compelling 
eoonomic analysis. Treatments to prevent gypsy moth defolintion are not lustdied where the beneflts of treat- 
ment are lesa than the cost 

'Effects on the human environment' not addressed 

All of the disclosure in Chapter 3 of the FEIS discusses the impacts cf the akarnatives on the 'human environ- 
ment' 

Lener 3933 

Response 

Effecb on the tourist industry not addressed 

There is no way to q u a m  what affect any alternative would have on the 'tourist industry' Tourism can involve 
a variety of recreation users ranging from A N  or 4-wheel drive enthusiasts to wilderness backpackers. Chapter 
3 contains a description of the effects of the alternatives on the many factors that aflecltourism including the 
estimated changes in employment and income. 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Effects 04 AS0 on forest ecology by using mill output as determining factcr not addressed. 

Since the ID Team did not use mill capacabj as the measurement for timber demand, this comment appears 
moot. 

Lelter 3933 

Response 

Effects and costs of not mining, timbering, roading, vegetation manipulation, 'playing' not addressed 

Alternative 3 permlM no mineral development, timber halvesting or vegetation manipulation It also minimizes 
opportunities for motorized recreation The effects and costs of AHernative 3 are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS. 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Effects of damn dams on native aqua-fauna not addressed 

None of the alternatives include proposals to construct dams, so such disclosure is outside the scope of the 
revision 
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Letter 3933 

Response 

The dfects of 'grazing' on wildllfe was not addressed - how aboUt250 acres around caves 

Grazing is only allowed on 250 acres that are open and fenced, and the effects on forest wlldllfe 1s negligible 
Maintaining these lands open provides habltats for species preferring 'edge' and open habltats Grazing does 
not occur around caves 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Cost of 'mamialning qualky viewsheds' on forest from hiding (sightseers) timber operations from 'SENSTTNE 
ROADS' to 'openings' along 'SENSITIVE ROADS - not addressed. 

Benefds on wildllfe from ROAD CLOSURES not addressed 

The effects of AN-ORV on wildlife were not addressed. 

The effects of roads on wildlde were not addressed. 

Effects of 'game managemenr on PETS not addressed 

Effects of anthropogenic trash on wlldllfe not addressed 

Cost of 'WILDLIFE OPENINGSu not addressed 

Effects of 'WILDLIFE OPENINGS' on forest ecology not addressed 

Effects on the human environment known - being told by FS agents that there are at le& 240 species on the 
brink RIGHT HERE ON THE GWNF not addressed 

Vision (of effeas) for long-term motorized recreation on forest ecology not addressed (FS. 1W yrs ~ 1992 - 
ATWORV, hanggliders, autos, etc) 

The disclosure of environmental effects In Chapter 3 of the FElS Is for the entire akernative, not for specific 
management practices or the effect of one environmental element on another. Thus, speclfic disclosures on the 
effects of wildlde openings or motorized recreation are not discussed Instead, the changes to the diferent 
environmental resources from all of the management practices and actwiles associated wrth any atternahve are 
discussed 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Effeck of 240 species on GLOBAL ECOLOGY not addressed 

This speclfic point is beyond the scope of the revision 

Letter 3933 

Response 

The effects on PETS under All #3 not addressed 

All threatened, endangered, and sensdive specles are managed to maintain or enhance their habltat In all 
alternatives This is a legal requirement that does not vary between aiternatives 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Ecological effects on watemays from developed recreation sees not addressed. 

Such effects will be discussed In envlronmental assessment completed for each project. Effects on watersheds 
are considered In all ahernaiives in ail management areas 

Letter 3981 EIS 319 -Table 3.3. An estlmatlon of the RN Capaoky In Alternative 3 Is inaccurate Merely basing this number 
on the amount of RN acreage does not take into account the fact that developed recreation sees are left open, 
nor does n consider which roads remain open - all federal state and county roads are still In place, as are most 
FS roads Of great importance Is exactly which roads are closed under Ahernatlve 3, and whether these are 
presently open or closed to the public This Information must be determined, displayed. and considered In the 
EIS 
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Response The roaded natural recreation opportunHy speotrum acreage displayed in the FEIS for Alternative 3 was 
calculated to a high degree of accuracy. The ID Team mapped ail of the acreage wlthln In mile of open roads, 
not proposed for closure in Alternative 3, on quadrangle sheets and calculated the acreage In the Geographic 
Information System This calculation Involved not only open Forest Sewice system roads but also state and 
federal highways 

A specific disclosure of the roads removed from the Inventor/ doesn't improve the ENVIRONMENTAL disclosure 
in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. The present disclosure enables the revlwer to determine the relative degree of 
motorized access on the Forest associated with each alternative Thls disclosure is consistent wRh the concern 
for motorized access on the Forest. 

Futihermore, the status of the Forest Service Transportation System Is ephemeral in nature. Roads are added 
or deleted from the system on an annual basis Decisions to open or close system roads are also made on a 
recurrent basis. A discussion of the miles of open or closed roads removed from the Transportation System 
would only be valid In terms of the existing Inventory at the time of the calculation 

LeUer 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Responw 

EIS 2-9, paragraph 8 - 'WlldUe' is so nebulous a term as to be virtually worthless Change to 'Manipulations 
to favor game may occur on approximateiv 95% of the Foresr.This 39% tigure 1s false - the majorltv of MAS are 
going to habitat alterations 

This paragraph has been changed 

EIS. 3-26. paragraph 2 ~ Wlth logging in riparian areas, AWs in Special Biological Areas. roads in 'Remote 
Highlands,' and game management everywhere, Ait 8 does not emphasize PETS or unfragmented habitat 

The Revised Pian emphasizesTES species wherever they occur wlth the use of appropriate management areas 
and standards The Revised Plan does not allow for ATVs in Special Biological Areas, new roads in Remote 
Highlands, nor will game management occur on every acre forestwide. Some timber harvest will be allowed in 
riparian areas on a highly regulated bas=. Extensive areas of unfragmented habltat will be provided for in 
Management Areas 4, 5.6,7,8,9, 10, 13, 18. and 21 along with the remote portions of Management Areas 14 
and 15 while providing for muitipleuse benefits in other Management Areas 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS: 326, paragraph 2 -With a 'roaded natural. acreage of 649,179 acres, nor does [AN. 81 favor non-motorized 
recreation. Change the wording of this paragraph lo  reflect the true nature of Anernalive 8 

EIS 374, paragraph 1 . By fragmenting the forest with roads, timber sales and game management, and 
encouraging the harassment of wildlife with internal combustion engines (such as ATVs), the first sentence is 
patently false. Alternative 8 does not provide 'unfragmented habitat,' nor is it 'optimum' for PETS - Say so 

It is the professional judgement of the Forest ID Planning Team thal Anernalive 8 emphasizes threatened, 
endangered and sensitive species and unfragmented habltat among the many other multiple uses on the 
Forest 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 2-31 - Graphs of 'Land Available for 00 Conditions' and 'Pctential Late Successional Habltar -Alternative 
6 contains prescriptions for an Intensive amount of vegetational suppression and regulation for the benefit of 
game killers -The two figures forthis Alternative are totally inaccurate This information as presented diminishes 
and misrepresents Alternative 3 by inference 

Refer to Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of the FElS for additional information related to this issue 

EIS. 337, paragraph 4. Change'habitat improvemenr to 'habttat alteration' Strike 'improvemenr from entire 
EIS and replace this loaded term with 'habitat aiteratlons' 

'ImprovemenY is correol in the context that it helps achieve the Desired Future Condltion 
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EIS 344, paragraph 4 - Change 'will' in 3rd sentence l o  'could' and strike 'adverse' -these biased words 
misinform. Add 'Conversely, impacted patches may be favored by some recreationista who prefer wocdy 
openings, such as bird watchers and hunters.' 

Changed 'wiii'to 'may'. Recreationists aversion to cemin aspects of gypsy moth biology have been document- 
ed in developed recreation areas. To clarify statement, the word 'developed' was added before areas In 
paragraph 4. 

Letter 3981 

ResDonse 

Lener 3981 

Response 

EIS 3.45, paragraph 1 - Add 'However, such patches of released vegetation are a natural pan of a sei+ 
sustaining wild (old growth) forest.' 

The point here is that vegetation regenerating in gypsy moth damaged patches may support species of 
invertebrates that are not found in a closed forest, it by no way implies that this is In any way dmerent from the 
vegetation found in patches of forest where agents, bethey biological or physical. have opened a hole in cioaed 
stands. 

Lmer 3981 

Response 

Lettar 3981 

ResDonse 

EIS 3-45, paragraph 3 - Add 'Wiidiifdfish also benefit from the increased coarse wood debris that fails to the 
forest floor and from the creation of snags.' As it now reads. this paragraph is vew undeveloped - more 
information please. 

This sentence was added. 

US 346, paragraph 1 -Add to end of sentence 2 ~ 'such as also occurs from road consiruction and ciearcut- 
ling.' Paragraph 3 - inlormation needed on the benefits to these creatures of CWD What about food sources - caterpiiiars directly; new vegetation favored by other insects and turtles themselves? Sunning spots for 
reptiles As written. the paragraph misrepresents An. 3 by only telling of adverse impacts. 

The entire sentence stating 'This may occur, or subsurface flow' has been removed from the FEIS. While there 
are references to gypsy moth caterpillars as food, new vegetation as an important resource for invertebrates end 
the like, the wording in this section has been revised to refleot your request to balance adverse and beneficial 
impacts. , 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

EIS 9100, paragraph 6 -The statement that An 3 resuits in 'a reduction of the current mosaic of succe88ionai 
stages' Is false Natural disturbance processes operating in big wilderness areas are known to mlntaln a 
shfting mosaic of habltat types and successional stages. This misrepresentation of An 3 needs to be stricken 
and more substance added to this discussion. (see Nos6 1991) 

Natural disturbance processes will maintain a shifting mosaic of habitat types and successional stages. Thls 
discussion has been changed lo  say that Anernative 3 implementation would resuit in a change of the current 
mosaic of successional stages. 

EIS 5108, paragraph 8 . Substltute 'less disruption from man' for %ss disturbance' Under Anernative 3 the 
natural progression of forest disturbances Is allowed 

This sentence has been changed l o  read '.. wRh less human disturbance ..: 

EIS. 5 1  11, paragraph 2. ll is stated that 'harvests will further decrease the chance of catastrophic disturbance 
from gypsy moth.' Yet earlier (595) we aretcld howfew acres have been devastated in the Forest ?only 158,OW 
acres). So then how can such a small amount of logging ever hope lo  impact a plague of the magnitude of the 
gypsy moth (which we have been led to believe is a plaguep Explain this contradiction or strike il from the 
record H appears to be an incredibly lame rationalization for logging. 
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Response The clted reference is to the discussion of the Red Oak-Red Maple type group which Is not likely to experience 
extenswe defoliation and mortalhy because the varied species compoeltion contalns fewer species favored by 
the moth The additional benefit of producing young seedllnglsapling stands in this type group, will further 
reduce the chance for harmful iwels of the moth to develop In the Red Oak- Red Maple type group 

Leiier 3W1 EIS 
particularly the importance of lmer detrltovores (see Christman). 

The FEiS discloses addltional information on Invertebrates 

paragraph 1 - It is wrmen that 'LWe is known' of invertebretes on the foreat Tell us what is know, 

Res p o o n s e 

Letter 3981 Plan 2-15, MA 9 lists 220,952 unsurtable acres, whereas pg 2.62 states this entire area to be 196,502 acres 7 
MA 13 lists 27,072 acres, pg 2-101 slates 49,244 acres 9 Tailys for MA 15 do not equal the figures listed on 
2-109 7 

A one page paper entitled 'ERRATA PAGES' was mailed in February 1992 to everyone who had requested a 
copy of the DEIS and Draft Revised Forest Plan. This paper corrected the acreages in Table 2-16. 

Response 

Letter 2665 No where are the cumulative effects and environmental impacts accessed of any proposed management 
aciNiIies (€IS, 3-1) Ozone depletion, acidhation of air and soil and the resuits of past management and 
activdies on the forest must all be considered in NEPA documentation 

Although EPA believes that the range of aiternatives Is sufficient, the potential for adverse environmental 
Impacts to aquatic and terrestrial resources remains a concern to us We are concerned by the lack of sufficient 
information regarding direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to surface waters. riparian habltat and overall 
biodiversity We believe that as a programmatic dacument, the Plan and the accompanying DEIS. are well 
sulted for landscape level analyses and wlth the advent of Geographic Information Systems (GIs), the ease at 
which spatial and temporal cumulative impacts can be assessed, is greatly enhanced We encourage the Forest 
Service to utilize these tools so that activlties which occur on the Forest can be evaluated wlthin the context of 
the landscape and thus, decre- the potential for long-term, cumulative impacts to terrestrial and aquatK 
resources, as well as biodiverslty 

OEiS - Some of the areas In which €PA believes sufficient disclosure of direct, indirect or cumulative impacts 
has not been documented andlor evaluated 

It is important to undersiand that there are two levels of decisionmaking in the Forest Service The Forest Plan 
represents only the first level of decisionmaking about the management of the Forest Sltsspecdic, project 
planning to implement the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan is the second level of decisionmaking 

'Cumulative impacr is the 'impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the actton 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions .' (40 CFR 1508 7) Cumulative 
Impacts are among the effeots (40 CFR 15088) that must be included in considering the environmental 
consequences of actions (40 CFR 1502 16). 

The 'actton' represented by a Forest Plan is the seledion of a programmatic framework to guide future 
decisionmaking on the forest, using Forest Plan management direction as a gateway to compliance wlth 
environmental laws at the project and activity level A Forest Plan is not an aggregation of 10 to 15 years of 
individual project decisions The EIS for a Forest Plan is, therefore, programmati6 in nature Compliance wlth 
NEPA is required at the point of an 'irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources: In most cases, this 
commltment takes place at the speclfic projeotiactiviiy decision point Therefore, the EIS for a Forest Plan 
commonly does not contain siie-specdic data or disclose sitespecific environmental effects, project aiterna- 
lives, or the cumulabve effects of Individual projedslactivlties that have not yet been scheduled 

The courts have recognized that the kind of impact statement required depends on the kind of Federal action 
being Wen (Aberdeen & Rockfish R. Co. v SCRAP, 422 US 289.322 (1975)) The Ninth Circurt discussed this 
concept stating '[tlhe criiical inquiry in considering the adequacy of an EIS prepared for a large scale. multi-step 
project is not whether the project's siie-specdic impact should be evaluated in detail, but when such detailed 
evaluation should occu?. (Califomra v Block. 690 F 2d 753, 761 (9th Cir 1983)) 

Letter 4268 

Letter 4268 

Response 
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The courtwentontofindthatthe pointintime whenthissltsspecificanaiysis islooccurisWhen, asapractlcal 
maUer, the agency proposes to make an 'Irreversible and irretrievable commltment of the availabiidy of re- 
sources' to a prolect at a particular sne ' Id The view that the muitiple use management prescriptions in the 
Forest Plan are not an irreversible and irretrievable commnment of resources has been confirmed by the Ninth 
CircultinQfyofTenakeeSpnngsv Block,778F2d 1402(1986) Thescopeoftheaction beingconsidereddoes 
not Involve an irretrievable commltment of resources 

During the Pian implementation period, specific activnies and projeds will be proposed, and she-specific 
evaluation for each activlty or project, or group of activlties or projects made The evaluation will include 
whatever addltionai environmental analysis, including cumulative effeds analysis. is needed to comply fully 
wlth NEPA and other environmental laws and regulations. Further, each project or acthrny must comply wlth 
environmental protection requirements established in NFMA and Its implementing regulations (16 USC 1604(g) 
and 36 CFR 219 27) Each project or activdy must also be consistent wlth the Forest Plan (16 USC lW4(i)). 

The FElS complies wnh NEPA (40 CFR ISM 14) by examining a broad range of reasonable abrnatives and 
disclosing those cumulative effeds to permrt the Forest Service to make a 'reasoned choice ' Effeots for some 
resources were similar acrass many of the anernatives. The FEIS, chapter 3, discloses the signtficant effects of 
each anernalive Some effects discussions have been revised in the FElS 

Discussion of the alternatives' effects on ozone depletion and acidificetlon of air and soil are considered to be 
outside the scope of the analysis, since they were not identified as significant issues (40 CFR 1501 7) that 
needed to be addressed in order to make a reasoned decision NEPA also states that 'documents must 
concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in question. rather than on amassing needless 
detail' (40 CFR 15M) 1) A discussion of these effeots is not signtficant to the action in question 

Letter 1546 

Response 

The unique geological features of the area such as waterfalls or rock formations were not discussed extensively 

The ID Team identified the geological areas that are worthy of consideration as Geological Areas and allocated 
them to Management Area 4 None of the management practices in any of the altemahves would have an 
appreciable effect on waterfalls or rock formations. so no specific disclosure was necessary 

Letter 1546 There is lmie discusslon of the land's forest productivlty The EIS does not discuss how many bd ft are 
sustainable as an annual yield or what the Forest's set goal for bd fl is There seems to be lMe or no discussion 
of induced land changes occasioned by the different Mgt Aits What will timber harvest do to adjacent lands? 
Will It increase erosion or cause population lo  go up? Will the roads built to harvest timber induce land use 
changes wlthin the Forest? Why are some a b  recommending larger or smaller areas for Wilderness Study? 
What are the land use effects of not designating land as Wilderness Areas? 

The FEE is a programmatic document that discloses the environmental effects of anernalive land and resource 
management plans As such, the environmental disclosure deals with the effects of all management practices 
and the consequences of management area allocations, not every management practice or management area 
allocation. Nor does the disclosure contain slte-specific analysis such as the effects of specdic roads andtimber 
sales on the environment including adjacent ownerships and roadless areas 

Chapter 3 of the FEIS contains addltionai disclosure under the heading of Timber' that displays the allowable 
sale quantdy for the alternatives as well as the maximum timber benchmark 

The ID Team determined that the anernatives would have no direct or measurable effects on the population of 
humans residing in the Commonweaith of Virginia or the State of West Virginia Therefore, there is no disclosure 
on population changes in the FEIS 

Response 

Letter 4268 DEE . Several alternatives include provisions for the collection of firewood Impacts to human heanh and the 
contribution to air pollution from wood smoke should be included in the FElS 
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Response Such an analysis is beyond the scope of the FElS 

Latter 2665 'Prescribed burning releases nulrients' (EIS 3-106) only in the short term and most are leached away and not 
accessible to vegetation: prescribed burns should be eliminated except In extreme oondltions to DroteCt rare. 
threatened or endangered species 

The Final Envfmnmenhll Impact Statement - Vegetabve Managementin the Appalachian Mountains concluded 
that leaching of nltrogen is minimized when burns are kept light, and that loses of other, Ins8 mobile nutrients 
ara negligible Standards in the Revised Plan are designed l o  keep burns light and to exclude burns from 
severely eroded soils 

Response 

Letter 1546 The discussion of rare species and the impacts of the dMerent a b  under them were not well considered The 
Impacts on game species werewell considered, but notthe impacts on the pileated woodpecker and other such 
sansltive species which need old growth forest and lots of lt All of the edge habltat created by AH 8 cannot be 
good for such a species I do not understand when you make a blanket and conclusory Btatement that no a b  
will have an impact on these species Have you decided that 6 pileated woodpeckers for one forest is enough 
or some arbltrary figure like than Alt 3 would probably have lots of habltat for such rare species but their 
enhancement by some alts did not seem to be well discussed. 

Response Most alternatives were originally developed wlth the participation of private ckizens, who took advantage ofthe 
opporlunlty to promote their vision of how the Forest should be managed. The Forest IDTeam, charged wlth 
finalizing them into into viable options to be considered for selection as the preferred alternative, realized that 
most of these alternatives were very weak in addressing the needs of threatened, endangered and sensdive 
species Therefore, each one was strengthened. The draft version of AHernative 8 was deemed to have the best 
approach to managing and protecting these species Therefore, Management Area4 (Special Biological Areas) 
as delineated in the draft version of Alternative 8 was applied to all alternatives that were weak in managing for 
rare species In this way, all alternatives provide forthe management and protection of threatened, endangered. 
and sensitive species. 

Between the drafi and final, further refinements and addrtions were madeto Management Area 4, which resulted 
In increased acreage in this category for the Revised Plan. 

The National Forest Management Act directs the Forest to ensure that habltats are available for all native and 
desired non-native species inhablting the Forest, and in such quantlties and spatial arrangements that the 
species can be well distributed throughout the Forest 

To facilitate this, the Act instructs that the Forest select Management Indicator Species The Forest selected 
several Management Indicator Species (including the pileated woodpecker) and determined minimum habltat 
requirements that each alternative must provide to maintain these species habltats and in such quanuies that 
the species can be well represented throughout the Forest All alternatives were determined to adequately 
provide for these habitats. 

A more detailed explanation is contained in Chapter 3 A process paper 'Incorporation of the NFMA Require- 
ments for Diversty Into the Revision of the George Washington Forest Plan' provides additional information 
Chapter 3 contains informalion on the wildlife species inhablting the Forest, including the threatened. endan- 
gered and sensltive species. forest fragmentation, edge effect, and biological diverslty 

Letter 3779 On p 3-132 Robins, at al, 1989 are quoted 'Several species of neo-tropical migrants (winter in Latin America/ 
nest on the Forest) are considered to be area-sensrtive, requiring large blocks of relatively undisturbed forest 
habltai' And on p 3138 'Estimated acreage of unfragmented habltat needed to maintain optimum populations 
of area sensitive neotropical migrants is 7,4W+ acres Suggested minimum area requirements to maintain the 
presence of these species are 15 acres for the ovenbird, 370 acres forthe worm eating warbler, and 400 acres 
for the pileated woodpecker' 

(Could not find how many tracts of 7,4W+ acres would be maintained nor was anything mentioned in MA6 
about maintaining tracts of this size, approximately 11 square miles, in wilderness areas ) 

Letter 3779 
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Letter 3981 El5 395, paragraph 4 -How many acres have been disturbed by road oonstructlon and salvage sales? How 
many acres and openings have been disturbed by wlldllfe managemann How many acres in total are dominet- 
ed by edge effects? What'sthelr distributlon? What lathe average slze of intact forest fragments on the QWNF? 
What has been the trend in fragment size and road construction and edge effects over the last 50 years? 
Projected into the next 501 I want these iwues regarding vegetation on the forest to be documented - numbers 
and patterns. 

EIS. 3138, paragraph 3 -This discussion offragmentatlon and wlldllfe Corridors Is extremely deficient. As R now 
reads, the DElS makes all alternatives seem the same. Yet the provisions of Alternative 3 as regards reversing 
forest fragmentation are far dmerentfromthe measurestaken in theother Alternatives (includlngB).The impacts 
of fragmentation at she, local, ecosystem, and regional levels needs to be fully discussed An eiucidatlon of the 
dmerences between Alternatives as regards thle subject is absolutely necessary 

Letter 3981 

Lener 3981 EIS: The role of the QWNF in maintalnlng regional biodiverslty is ignored, as are the effects of the varlous 
alternatives BlodlversHy Is given a very supehciai and localized emphasis In the DEIS. 

EIS Edge effects and fragmentation at all scales receive linle ailention. All of these deliclencies must be 
addressed in the Final EIS 

DElS - Table 3.32 Indicates the edge effect associaled wlth timber production and associated roadbuilding 
programs This analysis would beneflt from inclusion of past such activlties and the addltion of (current and 
proposed) wildlde management activitles, ATV/OHV trails. powerline corridors, pipeline right-of-ways, etc. all of 
whlch contribute to edge. 

Paragraph 3 of page 3136 of the DElS is not meant to be all inclusive in environmental disclosures regarding 
forest fragmentation and related issues It is one paragraph in a lengihy discussion of wildlife and biodiverslty 
in general. Other sections wlthin this chapter specifically deal wlth other Issues that have been raised 

The Draft Revised Pian and DElS made specific disclosures estimating the effects that implementing each 
alternative would have on fragmentation (and related issues). The Revised Plan and FEiS provide addltional 
Information 

The FElS Includes a programmatic analysis that does not include the identdication of slte-speclfic projects wlthin 
management areas Table 838 displays the amount of 'relatively fragmented' and 'relatively unfragmented' 
habitat in each ofthe fourteen alternatives This disclosure is based on portions ofthe Forest where regeneration 
harvests, road construction, and public motorized vehicular access are permined or not permiited lt Is an 
overview of where fragmentation is likely or not likely Further analysis of fragmentation on specific areas of the 
Forest would need to be accomplished during Implementation of the Revised Plan. 

Regarding fragmentation overthe last5Oyears, this Forest was purchased starting about75years ago to protect 
previously ravaged watersheds Purchaslng records show that the mountain lands comprising the Forest were 
almost totally denuded of trees, and were burned, and much of the native understoly vegetation was heavily 
grazed Underthe management of the ForestSeNlce, theforests have been nurtured back to maturlty Past and 
current management of this forest has contributed greatly to maintaining 'unfragmented' forest habltats. 

lt is an insurmountable task to make an accurate prediction of the effects of all previous and current adivlties 
on forest fragmentation Many roads, pipelines and powerlines parallel each other quite closely, so their effects 
may not be as great as d measured separately Some are quite wide, and some are narrow Many Forest roads 
have a closed forest canopy overhead and their effect6 on fragmentation are qune different from that of a major 
highway. ANIOHV trail development will not essentially change the overstoly character of the forest area In 
whlch they are located and It is unlikely that this use will contribute to forest fragmentation Wildlde habltai 
management aotivlties, similarly, will have imie impact on forest fragmentation There is an almost endless 
variety of activlties that may affect fragmentation such as flood control resewoirs, campground and picnic 
grounds, and parking lots 

The effect of gypsy moths killing trees on large tracts and isolated pockets of the forest overstory may have a 
much more slgnlficant effect on fragmentation than the above mentioned activlties 

To make accurate predictions of the impacts that these and other activities have on forest fragmentation is not 
possible wlthout a considerable amount of addltional inventoly and analysis 

Lener 3981 

Letter 4~ 

3esponse 
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lt is easiest and most accurate to measure unfragmented habitats. Unfragmented habltats. such as provided in 
Management Areas 4,5.6,8,9,21, and portions of several other management areas are described in Chapters 
2 and 3 of the Revised Pian Their locations and spatial arrangements over the landscape are deDicted on the 
Revised Plan map 

Table 3-37 displays a number of factors that are related to fragmentation As wlth Table 338, these factora 
provide an overview of the magnltude of disturbance 

Table 339 displays the estimated cartying capacity for black bar.  wild turkey, and whitskiled deer for the 
fourteen alternatwes. Wildllfe management techniques used are described in Chapter 3 of the FEiS and 
Chapters 2 and 3 of the Revised Pian The amount of disturbance depends on techniques used and the 
objective of the lndwiduai project Each one may vary and their disturbances are disclosed through the NEPA 
process 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3961 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 4268 

EIS 2-56 - Wildllfe ~ The descriptive paragraph and graph are a total travesty. Wildlife Is the totallty of flora, 
fauna, and microbes, not just game animals (or other MIS) The best indication of managing for wildilfe Is not 
the amount of acreage open to descriptive habltat manipulations Alternative 3 truly emphasizes and Drovides 
for wildlife on around I,OW,OW acres of the GWNF This graph (Fig 2-46) should show this 

This graph Is vety simplistic in nature and was meant to be used as a quick reference in this context, the graph 
can be helpful to the reader Figure 2-46 of the DElS compares, between alternatives, the various land 
allocations that allow wildilfe habltat management to occur k does not describe how much wildllfe habitat 
management will occur for each alternative 

EIS 2-26 - MA 15 paragraph - Again is the word 'enhance' -change to 'alter habltat to favor some wildilfe while 
destroying habliat for others ' We don? need disinformation 

This paragraph continues to clardy what the enhancement is for As written, lt is correct 

EIS Page5- paragraph 7-Alternaiive6does not emphasize largeareasof unfragmented habltat Thissentence 
needs to be changed to reflect the fragmenting nature of the proposed management under this alternatlve (see 
harvest, burning, and fragmented land on pg 8) 

Alternative 8 does emphasize large areas of unfragmented habltats It does not maximize unfragmented habltats 
such as Alternative 3 Alternative 8 provides for multiple use wlthin the framework of protecting the Forest's 
biological values Alternative 8 recognizes the values of unfragmented habltats and makes ample provisions to 
maintain them 

Plan The constant use of 'enhance habltat for mldllfe needs l o  be changed to refieot the truth When 
management proposes to 'alter habltat for the benefit of game killers' Say so 

The Revised Plan provides for enhancement of habltats for a wide variety of species, not lust game species 
Refer to Chapters 2 and 3 of the Revised Plan 

Plan. 2-105, paragraph 1, MA 14 - Elther rid this MA of these highly disruptive activities or change the opening 
paragraph on page 2-105 to reflect the reality of the sltuation' 'in this 85,687 acre management area wildlife 
habltat will be altered wlth a variety of highly slte disturbing timber harvesting and game management activi- 
ties' 

Refer to Chapter 3 of the Revised Pian which better describes the desired future condltion of this management 
area 

DElS -Two reports (page 5139) are clted which indicate that 'increase forest (timber) management and sddltion 
of edge effect created by increased mileages of roads beneflttheflicker and cowbird' is ltthe intent ofthe Forest 
Service to use the brown-headed cowbird as a posltive management indicator? 
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Response Inclusion of the brown-headed cowbird as an indicator species is to help assess fragmentation, and parasitism 
of 'song birds' by the cowbird if  is not the intent of the Forest to make this species a 'posrtive management 
Indicator ' 

Lener 4268 

Response 

DElS - The discussion of management indicators make assumptions which should be clarified andlor reevaluat- 
ed Table 3.34 shows carrying capacrties for three (commercially impotiant) management species Is similar 
information available for the other management species? 

Management indicators are described in chapter 3 of the FElS A more detailed description of habitats and 
populations are contained in the prooess paper 'Incorporation of the NFMA Requirements for Diversity into the 
Revision of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Fore@ 

Letter 1884 

Response 

The draft plan does not consider effects on nearby Shenandoah National Park, a national recreational and 
biological treasure What will continued timber production, habitat fragmentation, edge creation, and lack of 
wilderness protection do to the ecosystems that intermesh wlth the park, and to the biological corridors which 
are needed for continued genetic interchange? 

The Forest and Park are geographically separated and do not share common boundaries. Lands separating the 
two are privately owned and are not wrthin the Forest's proclamation boundaly The Forest has no jurisdiction 
over these areas and is not authorized to purchase or exchange lands wlthin these areas in order to link the two 
federal properties Implementation of the Revised Pian will not have measurable effects on these priiately 
owned lands that 'intermesh' the Forest and the park Implementation of the Revised Plan will not have a 
measurable effect on the Shenandoah National Park 

Letter 2oM) 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Lener 279 

No place did I see the mention of island biogeography theoly in the EIS No place did I see an analysis of the 
impact of continued edge creation and fragmentation on the future ecological heaith of Shenandoah National 
Park For these reasons alone, I believe your EIS is flawed 

Maintaining the biological diversity on the Forest is a major goal of the Revised Plan Biological diversity, or 
biodiversity, is the variety of life and Its many processes in an area Depending on scale It can be viewed 88 
the maintenance of the variety of genes, species, biological communrties, or ecosystems of particular areas 

The Forest Serviceviews the conservation of biodiversity as a muiiipleuse issue, not simply a land preservation 
scheme Management actions are designed and implemented which conserve specific elements of blodiversity. 
Efforts will increase in developing knowledge, implementing conservation measures, and demonstrating land 
and resource management approaches that consewe biodiversity as an integral part of sustaining overall 
muitlple-use objectives while achieving a desired future condltion These efforts will be based in large part on 
the science of consewation biology including the principles of island biogeography, population biology, and 
ecosystem functioning Cumulative effects resuiting from landscape fragmentation and water runoff are ana- 
lyzed and monltored as part of proiect implementation 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan provides for biodiversity is provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 
- BIODIVERSITY' Chapter 3 of the FElS contains information on biodiversity and how it is affected by the 
various aliernatives 

EIS Cumulative impacts of the management activlties of the various abrnatives are ignored The lands of the 
GWNF are treated as an isolated island (except when It comes to economic issues) The environmental context 
of the GWNF must be addressed, Its affects on lands outside Its boundaries and the affects of these lands upon 
It 

Such analysis is outside the scope of the revision Moreover, there 16 no data for any but the most general 
assessment 

Insufficient attention has been given lo ECOLOGICAL values in the plan and the emphasis on muitiple use of 
the forest does not properly weigh the long-term impact of the various proposed uses 
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Letter 970 

Letter 1275 

Letter 3981 

The plan as li currently exists does not adequately protect or manage the forest 

The revised drafl is inadequate in addressing the ecological health of the QWNF 

Overall. the DElS misrepresents and inadequately details the environmental liabiltiies associated with logging 
and other silvicultural practices, road constructlon, game habltet alterations, and ATV usa Detrimental effects 
on biodiversity at all scales (microsite organisms to regional ecosystams) recewes scant attention. Restoration 
ecology actwtties are Ignored. as is the necessity for big wilderness and watershed protection 

The FElS describes the overall environmental effects of implementing the Preferred Alternatwe The Revlsed 
Plan lsfonulated in such awaythatitmeetsNFMArequirementsralatingto biodwersity and wildlifa It Drovldes 
for multiple use management wtihin the framework of maintaining the Forest's biological values. 

The Revised Plan and FElS are programmatic documents, and as such, do not provide infintta detail Implemen- 
tation of the Revised Plan consists of interlinking slie specriic projects Each Droiect is evaluated and addltional 
environmental disclosures are made in NEPA documentation 

Response 

Letter 15 

Re SDOnS0 

I" struck by your continuing fear that the Forest will be taken over by more tolerant species such as Red Maple 
unless you are allowed to 'manage' lt won't happen 

li is predicted that red maple and othertolerant specieswill increase overtime Lack of timber cuitingthroughcui 
much of the Forest results in natural succession. which will favor an increase of species such as red maple Also, 
red maple is not a preferred gypsy moth caterpillar food. so ti may  SUNN^ in areas where oak trees are kllled. 
In some areas of the Forest, it is a management goal to regenerate oaks and other valuable intolerant species 
specdically to maintain the hard mast component and to produce valuable trees Red maple has been idenidled 
as a Management indicator Species so that the management, or lack of management, can be assessed in 
relation to the potential shdting from tolerant to intolerant tree species 

Letter 3981 €IS 348. paragraph 3 - 'Red maple may not necessarily increase as tt Is outcompeted on dry poor soils' - Say 
so Paragraph 2 - Add 'So the diversity of the Forest may increase by these condttions that lead to a more 
complex siructure and species ccmpcstiion' As tt now reads, thls paragraph is incomplete and biased 

The reference to red maple has been deleted from paragraph 3 on page 3-48 of the DEiS Words suggesting 
increased diversity and complexity of impacted stands have been added to the FElS 

Rejponse 

Letter 53 The drafl revised 'plan' does not adequately address the problem of the huge deer population which is 
devastating the young forest growth and hurting the habitat of the other consumptwe and the ncn-consumptive 
wildlde of the Forest 

EIS 3106, paragraph I O .  Add 'However, providing more browse areas for deer will saNe to increase the deer 
herd. which in turn will increase the browse pressure. which will need to be dispersed, and on and on in a 
vicious expanding spiral, until eventually the entire forest may have to be clearcut ' I wantthe effects of even-age 
management deer populations addressad I went the detrimental edge &acts assmated wlth logging die 
cussed (effects on both plant and animal life and on physical oharacteristics I went the lmportence of she 
placement for vegatahve manlpulailon discussed (in the interior or perimeter, next to roads or not, bisecting 
watersheds. etc) - nowhere are these affects adequately discussed in this DEE 

Letter 3981 

Response The FEE addresses the potential deer populations for each alternative The Revised Plan does not project 
increases in the deer herd, but maintains ti at current levels This equates to a theoretical carrying capacity of 
about 24 deer per square mile Experts from state wildltfe agencies estimate that 25 deer per square mile is 
appropriate for the Forest Some alternatives probably produce more deer. and some alternatwes produce le88 
deer Control of the deer population is a function of the appropriate state wildlife agency 

Letter 3981 Plan 2-19, paragraph 2 - The last sentence of this paragraph needs to be changed to 'Emphasis is placed on 
providing for the desires of a tiny segment of the public (hunters) who like to create dead animals Some 
management through alteration and disturbance of habitat is the greatest priority' 
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Letter 3981 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Plan. In the Management Direction for ail Management Areas under the WiidlRe sections are the ubiquitous 
words 'wildlne habltat improvements'. improvement is a loaded and specious term Modern ecological studies 
are indicating over and over that these game improvements are liabiitties for a great many creatures. Change 
the word 'improvements' to one that reflects the true reality of the situation 'disruptions' or 'aiterations'. 

EIS We need a lot more information on how the various aiternatwes wIII effect non-game animals. There are a 
lot of indwiduels and entities to be consuited on this metter outside of the Virginia Department of Game. 

The Revised Plan provides for the management of both non-game and game species. Management for game 
species Is met through direct habiiat management and timber management Nongame management is focused 
on 'watchable. wildlfe within recreation area8 and Management Area 22. Sensitive, threatened, and endan- 
gered species are managed, and their locations are designated as Management Area 4 (Biological Areas). More 
detailed descriptions of how the Revised Plan provides for both are included In Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan 
under 'ISSUE 1 - BIODNERSW, and 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT' (Featured Species subk 
sue) Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of forest management activlties, both game and nongame for 
each management area. 

A variety of management Indicator species were selected and standards provided to ensure that the habitats 
for ell natwe species would be met. 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 390, paragraph 1 .Strike 'Grouse depend on early seral forest stages and quallty habitat is the resuit of 
active forest management Grouse survival for eons without forest management Habdat they may prefer (early 
seral stages) occurs Is a result of the gap dynamic of natural forest disturbance - Say so 

Grouse do survive in forested areas unaltered by man, but it is well known that grouse, and many other species' 
populations are higher in early successional habitats, such as blow-downs, revegetated forest fire areas, and 
in harvested areas Wlthin the context of the paragraph which is in reference to grouse as a game species, the 
statement and the one that follows, Is en accurate statement for reviewers to compare aiternativea 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

DEE. A more comprehensive analysis should be Included In the FEE which address the potential alr quallty 
Impacts associated with increased AN/OHV's use on the Forest, in addition to other motorized vehicle use on 
scenic byways, etc 

There is no measurable difference in air quallty under the different aiternatives 

DElS - A description of how Virginia's new water quallty standards and criteria may influence forest activlties 
should be included in the FEE 

A review of Virginia's new water quallty standards and crlteria indicates that they will require no change in 
management activities. Common Standards in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan will ensure that water quallty will 
meet or exceed state standards and criteria 

Letter 2685 

Response 

'Catastrophic disturbances ..have impacts similar to clearcutting' (EIS, 3.105) This statement Is not biologically 
substantiated, no natural dlsturbances resuit in the removal of wood fiber and detrltus-producing organism for 
the natural biological regeneration of nutrients 

The cited reference states that the affects on forest vegetation from catastrophic disturbances are similar to 
clearcutting in regards to secondary recession that occurs aftemards Severe wildfire consumes much of the 
wood fiber and detritus-producing organisms 

Letter 2665 

Response 

'When cutting practices or prescribed burns are used, a m u  of intolerant and tolerant species is maintained .: 
(EIS, slos) This statement is not scientificaily based Natural disturbances guarantee the continued existence 
of early-successional biological divers@ in natural mosaic patterns 

When viewed from the time-scale of succession and the spatial scale of landscapes, as the Revised Plan does, 
even-aged timber management can readily enhance biological diverslty 
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Letier 2665 'The regeneration from harvest methods will make this typegroup less likely to experience catastrophic gypsy 
moth defoliabon and mortalw ' (EIS, 3 1  14) This Is efallaclous assumption Removal of all tree6 In the area also 
removes those stronger dominants that would be more resistant to future defoliations. This cuttlng method 
eliminatesthis genetic diversity and, therefore, will reducethefuiure percentage of oak component of theforesl. 
See EIS A-28 for lack of substantiation. 

The cited reference states that. because of mixed speclea composttion of the forest type whkh already ccmtains 
species resistant to gypsy moth defoliation, catastrophic defollatlon and mortality will not =cur and the forest 
vegetation resource cen be sustained through normal regeneration harvests 

Response 

Letter 3779 

Response 

A n  8 has more potential than 2, 6, 7, 11 and 13 for soil froin earth-disturblng activities to reach streams p. 11 

In the FEIS, estimated roading needs for the preferred alternatnre are reduced to 5 to 6 miles per year, which 
in turn considerably reduces estimated erosion end human-caused sedimentation. See Chapter 3 of the FEIS 
for details 

Letter 3981 Plan 2-1, paragraph 2. Change to ' ellows use of natural features through management practices that aker 
the Forest's essential character and ecological values to varying degrees ' 

Response The second paragraph on page 2-1 of the Draft Revised Plan has been removed from the Final Revised Plan 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Letter 42M1 

Letter 3939 Prepare an Appendix similar lo Appendn 'H' that Is In the FElS of the 1986 LMP [to] deal with Forest 
Management Systems, associated haNest cutting methods, and tree species needs k would elso show how the 
various management systems affect various species of trees and wildlife [and] the appropriate and best harvest 
system In the management of timber and other resources The determination of 'optimum' and 'appropriete' 
system would be left to the site specdic analysis of individual projects as required by law. 

Add an appendix similar to Appendix 'H' of the 1986 Plan This would eliminate having to repeat material 
dealing with harvest systems and tree species in future individual project EA'S 

Appendn; H of the Revised Plan contains much of the information requested by the commenter 

Response 

DEE - lmpactstofisheries are primarily focused on sport fisheries, Information and potential impacts regarding 
other components of aquatic ecosystems such as benthic populations and native fisheries (given the stocking 
program) should be included in the FElS 

Canopy, acid rain, sedimentahon and sources of large woody debris can have the most effects on aquahc 
ecosystems on the Forests These effects have been documented primarily for brook trout, an Important game 
and management indicator species. Monltoring of brook trout and other management species is an Indicator 
of the entire aquatic ecosystem The 14 alternat~ves handled environmental effects ddferenlly but dl met, at a 
minimum, the Clean Water Act end State BMPs Where necessary, mltlgation measures through standards are 
implemented in all alternatives 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS. 2-9, paragraph 2 -This paragraph is inaccurate and a misrepresentation Change to. The Forest Service 
preferred aiternative wnsiders biodiversity to be another multipleuse outpW PETS, unfragmented habltat, 
nature viewing and studies are all emphasized much more in Alternative 3 - Say so. 

Alternative 8A IS the Forest Sawice preferred aiternative in the FEiS The description on page 2-9 of the DEIS 
has been rewrmen to refled the emphasis on ecosystem management 

The Revised Plan provides for biodiversity in a muHiple use contexl Providing biodiversity is not the sole 
mission of the agency Instead, desired goods and services are Drovrded in a manner that susiains the diverSW 
and productivlty of ecosystems 
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Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS Rigorously examine the use of speclous and prejudicial terms and concepts (e.g culmlnation of mean 
annual Increment, decadent fore&, wildlde management. no slgndicant Impact. diversity of age classes, etc ). 

Our Intent was to remove subjecbve terms We also attempted l o  remove easily misunderstood terms from all 
narrative or to include explanationsldefinnions 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

EIS A thorough examinahon of cumulative impacts and the precepls of consewahon biology must be empha- 
sized In the EIS At present the DElS isvely deficient In itstreatment ofthe environmental affects of road closures 
as proposed under Alternative 3 

Using the principles of conservation biology, many Issues, including those which resun from cumulatwe 
impacts and the environmental affecls of mad closures, are addressed on the FElS 

DElS - Infrastructure changes associated wlth new construction andlor expansion activltles of developed 
recreation sees should be Included in the FEIS. Air and water quallty impacts associated wlth constructlon, 
maintenance and use of these sltes such as wastewater treatment, surface runoff from impewious surfaces and 
access roads, etc should be considered 

These effects ara slte-specdic and cannot be adequately evaluated in a progremmatic envlronmental analysis 
Such effects will be assessed when slte-specific projects are proposed 

DElS . Impact associated wlth roadbuilding and maintenance, and other facility constructionlmalnlenance 
should include the following contribution of non-point source pollution inoluding heavy metals and the poten- 
tial for lowering water quality. addltlonal fragmentation of the landscape and impacts to biodiversity - this 
represents an opporluniiy for the Forest Sewice to consider cumulative impaots based on existing, proposed 
new construction and foreseeable future construction: impact associated with the proposed Corridor H highway 
originating in West Virginia. 

These effeots are sitsspecdic and cannot be adequately evaluated in a programmatic environmental analysis 
Such effeots will be assessed when slte-specltic projects are proposed 

Letter 4268 

Response 

DElS - A list of prioriiy watersheds for improvement activlties should be included in the FElS 

Watershed improvement needs are listed and prioritized in a watershed improvement needs inventory Because 
project areas are constantly being added to the list as they are identified and deleted aner they are treated, it 
is impractical to include this Inventory in the Revised Plan These watershed improvement needs are generally 
localized, and do not Involve entirewatersheds Llttle River, the onewatershed that has been identdied as being 
in a degraded condltion, is designated as a special manegement area 

Letter 4268 

Response 

DEIS - Impacts to water supplies should be evaluated and Included in the FEIS 

Impacts to the quality and quantlty of water resources are evaluated In the FElS Impacts to specific water 
supplies cannot, however, be separated out in this programmatic analysis Standards are dedgned to protect 
the beneficial uses ofwater MenagementArealEC providesspeclal protection for riparian areas bordering end 
upstream from municipal water supply resewoirs 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 3-14 -Motorized - Add 'With the escelatlng ecological and economic costs associated wlth oil dependency, 
driving for pleasure may severely decrease in the future ' 

This is not expected to occur in the next ten to flfteen years Oil dependency Is, of course, aworld wide concern. 
Nevertheless, It 1s outside of the scope of the planning revision process People are expected l o  drive for 
pleasure. whether using oiJ, hydrogen. electricity, LP gasses. or other alternative fuels 
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Letter 3981 EIS 5 1  t i ,  paragraph 1 - lt is stated ' cuning practices will help maintain species diverslty 'Abundant studies 
demonstrate othemise What about the homogenization of regional biodiversHy9 The effects on microsnee and 
microclimates edge effects? Soil and litter inhabltsnts? There is an extreme paucdy of conservation blology 
research in this DEiS and this section shows It The effects on dlverslty of natwe vegetation by Anernawes wlth 
logging, road and game mgmt practices needs to be thoroughly researched and presented to the public In the 
final EIS What about slte invasion by striped maple? 

The correct statement is that 'disturbance to vegetation as a result of outtlng practices will help maintain 
divenlty'. This statement Is in agreement wlth research referenced in the EIS 

Response 

ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION. Range of Anernatives 

Letter 186 The Alternatives being considered in the draft management plan revision for the GWNF do not adequately 
address the management cf our only 'renewable natural resource'. timber 

I am concerned that none of the aiternatives adequately emphasize timber management and production. 

I do not believe the 13 alts presented in the draft Revised LRMP for the GWNF provide for sufficient use of the 
timber resource, 

The 13 A b  Considered in the draft mgt plan revisions forthe GWNF leave much to be desired. Little considera- 
tton E given io managing our only 'renewable natural resource,' timber 

The 13 aRs considered in the draft mgmt pian revisions forthe GWNF give little consideration to managing the 
only renewable natural resource, limber 

Letter 487 

Letter 749 

Letter 893 

Letter 942 

Letter 1355,1373 
The 13 alts leave much to be desired 

Letter 1825,4020 
The 13 alts leave much to be desired Lmle consideration is given to managing our only 'renewable natural 
resource,' timber 

lt is uncerlain why the commenter believes that the akernatives do not adequately address the management of 
timber 

A land and resource management plan generally makes two decisions regarding the management of timber 
lands sultsbie for timber production and allowable sale quantdy The foulteen alternatives considered in detail 
in the FEE offer a wide range of lands sudable for timber production and a wide ranpe of allowable sale 
quantdies 

Under the requirements of NFMA, sde-spectfic analysis and disclosure is needed to support any decision on 
clearcutting as being 'optimum' or other even-aged regeneration methods as being 'appropriate' Many of the 
akernatives do, however, IimR the use of certain even-aged cr uneven-aged regeneration methods where the 
use of such methods would not achieve the objectives of the management areas wlthin those akernatlves 

Response 

Letter 3643 The Forest Service has selected Alternative 8 as the Preferred Alternative in the DEE and developed a separate 
document entitled. 'Revised Land and Resource Management Plan' to support their decision We believe the 
early identrficaiion and documentation justdying a speclfic alternailve, before receiving formal inDIittothe DEIS. 
strongly biased the decision in favor of this alternative 

The NFMA Regulations under 36 CFR 219 t2(9 state Response 

The Forest Supervisor shall review the interdisciplinary team's evaluation and shall recommend a 
preferred anernalive to be identified in the draft environmental impact Statement and displayed as the 
proposed plan ' 
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Alternative 8 was identMed as the 'Forest Sewice preferred alternethe' and the Dran Revised Plan was provided 
for public comment to comply wlth this requirement. 

Lener 3613 The DEB does not consider any an in which portions of the Forest are assigned no RecreaUon classHicaUon 
(ROS class). Assignment of ROS classes and associated standards have a signlficant adverse impact on the 
cost, practicalriy, and even whether the activriy will be allowed at all As a result, the deck has been stacked 
against reasonable evaluation of potential commodriy produotion Thus the DEE fails to provide any A b .  which 
are in the part of the range in which the maximum resource potential for commodities are considered As a 
result, the DEB fails to consider the opportunity costs that are associated with the a b  which were considered 
in the DEE. I recommend 3 A b  be developed in which the % of the Forest wlth no Recreation classdicatlon 
is IO%, 40% and 80% respectively 

The recreation opportuntly spectrum classes (wlth their associated standards) are Incorporated in the dilferent 
management areas to comply with NFMA and the NFMA regulations. These regulahons are discussed in 
Appendlx G of the FElS 

Response 

Lener 1256 

Response 

None of the 13 a b  proposed are good, but An 8 is the worsi one of all 

The ID Team Is uncertain of the rationale for this comment 
~ ~ 

Lener 3489 

Response 

The various alternatives limlt in every respect the capabiiriy of this forest l o  produce 

The fourteen atiernatives considered in detail in the FElS explore a range of allowable sale quanthes from 0 Po 
680 MMBF Based on historic use. the total annual cut has never exceeded 50 MMBF on the Forest So while 
the Forest may be capable of producing more wood products. there is Intie point in doing so d the market place 
can't absorb K 

Lener 146 The EIS looked at 13 alternatives to look at different ways to meet the issues idantdied by the public, the 
concerns of management, and the opportunities inherent in the resources We support this general approach. 
However, It may be appropriate to drop some of the alternatives which are more like benchmarks than full 
multiple-use alternatives in order to save on publishing costs in the final EIS and maps. 

Since the DEffi does not clearly develop and produce scientific data to support all key elements of the 
alternatives, and since the alternatives overlap in several areas, the DElS exhibits signdicant deficiencies in the 
range of alternatives presented. 

The brief overview of the alternatives suggest that several of the alternatives overlap For inslance, of the 13 
alternatives, 8 provide for an increase in new road construction. Other areas where the alternatwes overlap 
include acreage set aside for prescribed burning, areas that do not provide migration corridorsfor connecting 
wilderness areas, and, acreage set aside for development and for dispersed recreation 

The drafters of the EIS should combine several of the alternatives so as to signlficantly add to the documents 
clardy and promote competent public comment by limlting the excessive amount of information that they must 
peruse 

The alternative courses of action being considered involve a great deal of overlapping information that could 
more properly be categorized into fewer altarnatives so as to enhance clarriy 

lt is important to remember that these are alternative land and resource management Dlans They emphasize 
different mixiures of uses. values, products and condltions 

There is no requirement in NFMA or NEPA for every alternative to differ in all respecis from other alternatives 
The overallt& of the alternatives are qulte different The similarlties between the alternathres are defensible 
given the themes of the alternatives Examples of this are given in the next two responses 

Lener 4043 

Letter 4043 

Letter 4044 

Letter 4044 

Response 
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The ID Team worked with various IndNiduals. organhattons and agenclestoformulatefourteen alternatwesthat 
provide a wide response to the thirteen Issues While It is theoretically possible to reduce the number of 
aHernatNes, such an action may be a bad faith Mort 

Based on public comments, many of these altematives have been modlhed, one of them has been dropped 
from further consideration and one new altemathre has been added In the FElS 

~ ~ ~~~~~~ ~ 

Letter 4044 

Response 

Alternatives nine, six, and three are all atnklngly similar 

Alternathres 3, 6 and 9 in the DElS provide strong responses to environmental concerns. 

Anematwe 3 was formulated to address i88ues and concerns about biodiversity. ecosystem management, 
Conservation biology and landscape ecology. lt 1s predicated on the assumption that the primaty role of the 
George Washington National Forest should be to provide ecosystems not available on private land 

Alternative 6 was formulated to provide a strong response to concerns about below-cost timber sales, It uses 
non-timber management practices to provide wildllfe benefb in an environmentally sensitwe manner. This 
alternative is needed to respond to NFMA requirements on belowaai  sales (specmcally the USDA Decision on 
Review of Adminismbve Decision by Chief of the Forest S ~ M C ~  Related to the Adminisfram Appeals of the 
Forest Plans and ElSs for the San Juan National Forest and the Grand Mesa, Uncornpahgre, and Gunnison 
Nabanal Forests of July 31,1985) 

Altarnative 9 explores an alternatwe with all roadless areas being recommended for wildernesa study All other 
areas qualHylng as semi-prlmitwe motorized or non-motorized recreation are managed as semi-primitive non- 
motorized in the recreation opportuntly spectrum 

AlternatNe 9 also explores the use of a combination of uneven-aged regeneration methods and non-timber 
management prates to meet wildllfa oblectives 

Within these general themes. there are bound to be some similarities between the alternatives Each of these 
alternahves, however, serves a needed role in the responses to issues 

~ ~ 

LMer 4044 

Response 

AlternatNes fwe, seven, and twelve ais0 considerably overlap 

Alternatives 5,7 and 12 In the DElS use timber management to accomplish timber andlor wildllfe (particularly 
game) objectwes. They also contain no areas recommended for wilderness study since such recommendations 
are inconsistent with the themes of these alternatives Alternatives 5 7  and 12 have been reformulated to explore 
a wider range of allowable sale quanilties in the FElS The ASQ for each alternative is repectwely 680,520 and 
450 MMBF 

Alternative 5 was formulated to explore the use of management area prescriptions that emphasize timber 
management lo provide a strong response to concerns overthe role of the Forest in the local timber market and 
the health of the Fored if the allowable sale quant i  were at least equal to the timber mortalii 

Alternative 7 was formulated to explore the use of management area prescriptions that emphasize wildllfe 
management to achieve a high, lf not optimum, level of wildlde (particularly game) benefits Although timber 
management Is used to provide many of these benefits, the management area prescriptions contain longer 
rotailons, smaller openings, and greater dispersion of openings than management area prescriptions that 
emphasize ttmber management. 

Alternative 12 was formulated to explore a traditional mlxture of multiple uses Management area prescriptions 
emphasizing timber and wildlife (particularly game) management ere both used to create a management 
program which approximates the resource yields in the 1986 Forest Plan before it was amended 

The IDTeam has continuously reviewed the need for keeping all alternatives since they were formulated Aner 
reviewing public comments on the DEIS, there still appears to be a need to have these three alternatives or 
similar alternatives 
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Letter 2254 

Response 

None of the alternatives are the optimum for multipleuse forest management 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will select the alternative that maxlmkes net publlc 
benefits This alternative will have the optimum mixture of uses, values. products and 88~Ices from the Qeorge 
Washington National Forest 

Letter 1060 

Letter 36M) 

Response 

Under Section 219 (9 (6), 'At least one alternative shall be developed which responds to and incorporates the 
RPA Program tentative resource objectives for each forest displayed In the regional guide 'This alternative has 
not been thoroughly developed in the DEIS The only mentlon of an RPA alternative is found In Alternative 14, 
where the forest is managed to '(1) provide a mixture of emphases based on local issues and condhons, (2) 
provide goods and services l o  local constituenls, .. and (4) achieve a multipleuse program In IigM ofthe 1990 
Resources Planning Act Assessment ' There is no further discussion in Alternative 14 or any other alternative 
of opportunities to incorporate the RPA program objective. 

You need to make sure you have an RPA anernatbe 

The 1982 NFMA Regulations were designed to provide for interaction between the Resource Planning Act (RPA) 
Program tentative resource objectives and local signdicant publlc Issues. management concerns, and resource 
opportunities in formulation of alternatives for the Forest Plan The planning regulations require not only an 
alternative that displays the RPA Program tentative resource objectives. but other alternatives as well [36 CFR 
219.1 201. 

Previous RPA Programs emphasized resource production targets and funding required to achieve them over 
time (1990 RPA Program, page 2-4) RPA was formulated where production targets were assigned to each 
Region, which then disaggregated the targets to each Forest. The 1990 RPA program is different It provides 
broad national guidance for program emphases and trends, rather than spectfic, quantdied output targets for 
individual Forest Service programs (1990 RPA Summary, page $7). The 1990 RPA program Incorporated 
Information from the first round of National Forest Plans This broad guidance has been Incorporated Into 
Alternative 8A 

Compliance with this direction has occurred by formulating alternatives for a range of resource objectives, 
Including Alternative 8A that responds to the 1990 RPA Program Alternative EA was developed to respond to 
all four major themes of the 1990 Resources Planning Act Assessment. But more Importantly, each alternative 
provides for one or more of the four major themes In the 1990 RPA program 

As part of the 1990 RPA program, the Southern Region has starget of 1212 7 MMBF of timber for the midpoint 
of the 1991-2ooo decade (1990 RPA Program, Table E E), down from 1Mx) 0 MMBF in the 1980 RPA Program 
for the same time period Disaggregating this volume to the Forest using the same percentage share as that in 
the Southern Regional Guide (2.75%), the Forest's share of the 1990 RPAtimber resource targets would be 33 3 
MMBF per year (or an allowable sale quantlty of 333 MMBF) for the decade 1991-2000 Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 7, 
8A, 12 and 14 respond to the Forest's share of the 1990 RPA program for timber with allowable sale quantities 
of 380,4M),680,52Q, 330,450 and 350 MMBF respectively 

Letter 146 

Response 

In order to further explore the decision space around the draft proposal, it may be desirable to create addltlonal 
alternatives, especially to more fully carry out the basic philosophy underlying Alternative 8 

The ID Team has formulated one new alternative and moddied two alternatives l o  explore the suggested 
modifications to Alternative 8 

Leiter 4043 The major problem with the presentation of the 13 alternatives 1s that the description of all but the preferred 
Alternative 8 is very brief Although the DElS instructs interested parties to write for a copy ofthe process paper 
for a particular alternative. a reviewer cannottell from the Information In the DElS whether a particular alternative 
should be preferred over Alternative 8. Conversely, the Forest Service provides an entire book outllnlng the 
preferred Alternative 8 The information appears biased In favor of the agency preferred alternative. 
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Response Thirteen alternatives were formulated in order to provide the 'broad range' requested by the publio and the 
Chief of the Forest Service But publishing and distributing a plan-version of each would be ooatly. We felt that 
making the Information available to those who request H was a responsible procedure. We are no1 required to 
choose and publish a preferred alternative in the draft documents. However, wHh the ongoing and successful 
involvement of the publio in the formulation of the alternatives, we felt the time was right l o  begin to choose a 
direction and yet remain open to public and agency comment. More then 4,Mx) letters were received In 
response to the drafi documents, yet we had relathrely few requests for the process papers. Each letter was 
given individual attention and our responses are published elther in this document or in documents referenced 

Leiler 3660 

Response 

A full range of alternatives Is not presented All alternatives have a slant Need a balanced alternative. 

The ID Team believes that the FEE contains a reasonable range of alternatives This does not mean that there 
has to be an alternative included that is completely setisfactory to every individual, organization or agency. 

Letter 4043 

Response 

The range of alternatives presented offer extreme choices that are not likely to be adopted Anernalive 3 
discusses an environment unaffected by men's activlties Management activlties are prohibited except for 
low-visual-impact reoreation facllttles and habltat improvement for threatened, endangered, and sensltive 
species Openings in the forest created by timber harvesting, roadbullding. and other management activlties 
would gradually close and blend wlth the natural environment By contrast, Alternative 5 provides an uninter- 
rupted flow of marketable goods and services Management for the protection or enhancement of the visual 
resources of the forest becomes subordinate to timber and wildllfe objectives Realistically, nelther Alternative 
3 nor 5 would be adopted. 

Those alternatives on the outer end of the range of alternatives have a lower likelihood of being selected as the 
Forest Service preferred alternative This does not mean, however, that they should be eliminated from detail 
study in the FEIS. Both Alternatives 3 and 5 provide strong responses to issues representing widely divergent 
viewpoints. The public deserves to see the advantages and disadvantages of managing the George Washing- 
ton National Forest under these scenarios. 

Letter 1060 

Letter 1060 

Response 

Letter 4043 

Response 

lt is unclear whether the 1986 benchmark is still applicable At a minimum the 1992 revision should explain 
whether the previous benchmark analysis is still relevant and whether changes in the land base or other 
variables will reauire adiustmentsto the benchmark results If chanaes are reauired thev must be desoribed and - 
explained 

Wlthout the proper benchmark analysis. the agency hseH caq not assure the public that It has provided a'broad 
range of reasonable enernatwes' (36 CFR Section 219 (9) which are'distributed between the minimum resource 
potential and the maximum resource potential to reflect lo the extent practicable. the full range of major 
commodrty and environmental resource uses and values that coLld be producod from the forest' (36 CFR 
Section 219 (9 (1)) 

Benchmarks have been doneasrequired by 36CFRsectlon219 lZ(O(1) The resultscan befound in Appendix 
B of the FEIS. 

In discussing the alternatives. the DElS makes several statements but does not provide evidence in support of 
those statements The DElS claims that no alternatlve results in nutrient loss or nutrient cycle disruption severe 
enough to lower productivrty over the short or long term The OElS states that 'since forest management 
practices do not measurably impact the ground water resource, impacts do not vary measurably by eaoh 
alternative' However, a comparison of the alternatives shows that they range from maintaining a primltwe. 
wilderness areato providing an uninterrupted flow of marketable goods and services, i e a high level of timber 
and a habltat favorable to huntable wildlife The long-term effects of logging, new road construction, and heavy 
traffic on the ground water resource cannot compare with the effects of managing the forest at a primltive level 

The discussion on nutrient losses and nutrient cycling is expanded in the FEE As ststed in the EIS, groundwa- 
ter aqulfers on the Forest are generally of limited extent. having lmle influence on deeper regionally important 
aquders Limestone aqulfers are protected by standards that include buffers around drainages into caves, 
sinkholes, and cave collapse areas 
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Leiler 188 

Response 

Letter 145 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Letters 134,4034 

Response 

The no actlon anernalive should show no decrease In SPNM acreage. In alternative 2, which purports to model 
the current plan 88 modnled by interim guidelines, the SPNM acreage declines. This must be corrected so that 
no decllne In SPNM Is shown 

Alternative 2 has been reformulated so that there Is no change in the exlstlng recraatlon opportunity spectra 

1,8w people are employed by the Umber and wood lnduslry in the area ofthe QWNF. This number is basically 
flawed because certain vlable businesses were excluded, enher In part or In whole, from the economlc Impact 
revlew 

The ID Team acknowledges that this number does not include the employees In the pulpwood and furnlture 
Industries This Information has been removed from the FEE 

The Annual harvest Is determined to be 8550 acreshrear, (m00 even-aged + 6550 uneven-aged) of 259,036 
acres sultable for timber hawest (Plan, 2-15). Dlvlding this by 8550 acres per year = year average rotation. Ihls 
resuns In a perpetual young foresl: averaging 3 clearcub per century will destroy the capacity of these areas 
to 'produce' healthy timber on a sustainable base. 

By its nature, uneven-aged management has no rotation length The 6,550 acres listed in the DElS for Atiernatlve 
8 was the TOTAL acreage where uneven-aged management would be practiced, NOT the average annual 
acreage harvested In terms of the sum ofthe acreage In each 'group' of group seleotion. For planning purposes, 
the ID Team assumed that 10% of this acreage would be harvested every decade. lt IS important to remember 
that uneven-aged management is regulated by volume controls rather than acreage controls. 

This section of the DElS (p 338- 3.47) is confused and garbled It is stated that approximately 30% ofthe Forest 
has already been defoliated (p 3-39) certainly a gross exaggeration1 Indeed this conclusion doesn't at all check 
wlth the defoliation map on p 3.41. 

The defoliation map displays the history of gypsy moth defoliation through 1990 only. It does not Include 
126,384 acres defoliated In 1991 The percentage ofthe National Forest defoliated by gypsy moth represents 
the acreage through 1991. In addition, It is importantto recognize that the National Forest boundary marked on 
the map Is the Proclamation Boundary of the National Forest, within the Proclamallon Boundary are large 
holdings of private property 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Alternative #3 is severely misrepresented. At no time was closing of Crabtree Falls proposed, your proposal 
signdicantly reduces user days as a resun 

When the ID Team was formulating Alternative 3, they assumed that the objective of maintaining Crabtree Falls 
as a 'Special Biological Area' required the removal ofthe Crabtree Falls Observation Slte Alternative 3 has been 
reformulated in the FElS so that the Crabtree Falls ObseNation Slte would remain open to public use 

Letter 3986 

Response 

Normally in a DElS It is possible to forret out the cosffbonollt of timber management and recreation manage- 
ment. I found d impossible in this DEE. I would expect that a reduction in the 27 MMBF harvest level in 
Alternative 8 mlght result in a reduced budget and greater PNV Is this correcV 

A roduction in ilmbor volume from current would not necessarily reduce the total budget While the timber 
program in some altornat,ves was reduced from current managemont in the DEIS. this redudion was typically 
offset by increases in other program costs, such as those lor threatened and endangered species, developed 
recreation. and visual resource manogoment Present net volue is one of the criteria usod to determine net 
public benetis Other benellts of public land management cannot be measured using dollar values 
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Letter 500 

Response 

Table 516 in the EIS lists alternatwe 6 as a 'Maximum Wildlde' practical benchmark. This Is an error li does 
not attempt to maximize wildlde values 

There was a typing error In Table E18 In the DEIS. AitemaUve 7, not 6, can aewe as a 'practical' wlldlde 
benchmark In the FEIS, the ID Team has displayed informatton from the maximum resource benchmarks, 
Including wildlde. rather than considering dlnerent aliernathres to be 'practical' benchmarks. 

Letter 500 

Letter 2636 

Letter 2636 

Response 

Letter 990 

Response 

According to information supplied by Weatvaco Public Affaln office. wood chips are trucked to the Covlngion 
mill from dislances up to 200 miles The assumption mat mllls generally draw from only 50 mlles (EIS P 6-29 
may be inaccurate for the Wemaco facilities in Covington and Luke (MD) 

Wlth reference l o  our letter of 3/8/91, we repeat our skeptlclsm of using s blanket 50 mile radius for determining 
market area for different wood products 

Under Market Area the economlstS assume that In the OW area pulpmllls generally draw from an area wnhln a 
50 mile radius of the processing facilty These eoonom1518 apparently have not understanding ofthe operations 
of the Westvaco mi116 at Covington, VA and Luke, Maryland The assumption of a 50 mile radius is not valid, and 
d totally invalidates the identdication of the market area for pulpwood and especially the table showing We 
percentage of timber harvested by product and species on the GWNF as it relates to the total market area' 

The mill at Covington (and presumably the other pulp mills) cen obtain chips from longer distances than 50 
miles The impact analysis, however, deals with the relative abundance of the wood products In the Influence 
zone of the Forest. The wood products from the Forest are an appreciable component of the total wood supply 
of the impact area identdied In Appendix B of the FEIS Beyond this zone. they play no appreciable role in the 
local economies 

According l o  table A3. the stage two suitabillty analysis is based on harvesting by clearcutting However, the 
plan is based on an assumption that less than XK) acres of clearcutting would be carried out The stage two 
analysis should be conducted with assumptions about harvesting methods used for the construction of the 
preferred ahernalive. 

The stage 2 Umber suitabillty information displayed in Table A.3 of the DEE was a summary of information In 
the stage 2 sultabilty analysis Since this information appears to have caused more confusion and disagree- 
ment than enlightenment. this information has been removed from Appendix A of the FEE 

As part of this analysis, the PlannerlAnalysI calculated the economic values for each of the regeneration harvest 
methods for each analysis area This information Is extremely voluminous and not easily displayed. Generally. 
the most efficient timber harvest cutting methods In descending order were clearcutting. moddted shehemood. 
two-siege sheliemood, group selection and individual tree selection 

Stage 2 timber surtability analysis Is not meant to be a'hard screen'that classdies lends as unsuitable for timber 
production The ID Team considered this Information in formulating ahernatsves In the case of the Forest Service 
preferred ahernatlve. the ID Team improved the projected net revenue to the extent possible in light of other 
muhiple use objectaes 

Letter 134 

Letter 2€65 

Letter 3941 

Effects on Employment - Despite the claim that the Plan documents provide all information on employment 
effects, this is not true The claim on p 2-51 of the DElSthat adoption of Alternative 3, the Conservation Biology 
alternative, would resuit in joblessness is unsubstantiated it is likely that jobs lost through cessation of all 
logging on national forest land would be quickly compensated by job creation on private forest Furthermore 
the llfting of competdlon from federally subsidized timber would likely beneflt private growers Unfortunately this 
aspect of employment is not even mentioned in the Plan documents 

Effects on jobs are misrepresented [for Aiternative 31. 

To suggest that jobs will be lost as a resun of the draft plan, as Indicated In the 'soclaVeconomlc setting' section 
of the DEE (pp 111, 82-84), Is misleading The lower timber volumes proposed in the preferred an would be 
offset by higher levels of harvest from other lands-particularly private lands-in the market area As a result. 
there would be NO loss of timber industry jobs in the region The projected rise In other Jobs (In tourism. 
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recreation, and wildlife-oriented industries and wlthin the FS b e @  would represent a net GAIN of jobs in the 
region, because these jobs arebedto resourcesihatcanonb be suppliedon NF iands.Thefinalanalysis needs 
to deemphasize outputs that can be supplied from other sources in the region and emphasize outputs that only 
can be supplied from our public lands. 

The disoussion on employment and income effeots are based on the relative changes that would occur IF there 
were no off-setting effects in other parts of the local economies. There Is no information that substantiates the 
assumption that all of the wood products from the Forest can be substRuted wlth wood products from private 
lands wlth no economic effects 

Response 

Letter 989 

Response 

One of the failures of the planning of the George Washington National Forest 1s the deliberate failure to 
adequately assess user needs In conjunction with the facillties and opportunlties provided in the plan. This has 
led l o  unbalanced provisions for Some uses where some uses of Dublic land are provided wlth more ODDortUni- 
lies than needed and some are provided wlth very Ittle. 

Anernalive 8A is designed to provide for a wider array of uses, values. products and condltions thattradltionally 
recognized as mukiple uses In deciding on the appropriate mixture of muitiple uses, the ID Team considered 
values and environmental condltions which cannot be measured in terms of 'demand'. To conclude that 
portions of the Forest should not be allocated to Management Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 6, 9 or 21 simply because they 
are not needed to meet the demand for 'primltive, non-motorized' recreation ignores the fact that these areas 
are also providing biological values and condltions desired by the public and that development of these areas 
would require extenswe roading that cannot be economically justdied on a Forest wlth a below-cost timber 
program 

Letter 4219 

Response 

The CTF has provided substantial comment on yield tables, demand studies, and stage lB3 analyses We 
request that you review the correspondence wlth us on these ltems and that they be entered into the record for 
the preparation of the LRMP 

The ID Team responded to correspondence related to the draft documents and recewed during the 
3-month-long comment period To track CTF correspondence and b impacts, see the how-to seclion in the first 
few pages of this appendix 

Letter 76 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3961 

The analysis (EIS B55) states that 40% of the volume in the fird decade must be by clearcutting and 40% by 
shenemood This contradicts the analysis (EIS 2-45) which shows that only 300 acres per year is expected to 
be clearcut and 1700 acres cut by shekeiwood. 

The ID Team corrected this error in the FElS 

EIS 388, paragraph 1 - 'Signlficant increases are projected ' By whom? Hunting is decreasing daily in the 
Unlted states I want independent objective studies to be consuited in rewrlting the Wildlife' section 

€IS 388, Table 3.17. The huge majority of viskors to the GWNF are noncomsumptive recreationisis. What they 
are viewing while there is the full gamut of wildllfe So how can such a tiny special use group (hunters in the 
GW are 112 of 115 of 1/15 of the population) be said to be of greater 'demand' Importance? This table needs 
revision or should be tossed out 

EIS. 389. Table 3-1 9 is similarly misleading and based on such tenuous data that It is virtually worthless. Are 
the overall rankings handicapped according to biomass, the cost of licenses, or what? Studies have even shown 
deer to prefer old growth fragmented forests (see Sohoen. et ai) Bear achleve their highest total in AHernative 
3, not 3, 6, and 9 (see pg 3-141) Revise or drop this table 

EIS 3-89 - Table 3-18 is misleading Demand Is somehow construed to be equal to some projected number of 
carlying capacity This is a concept that misrepresents the presumed numbers of animals each Alternative 
provides for The supposltions are so nebulous that this table should be revised or stricken 
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Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Table 3-18, on page 3-90 of the draft EIS Is not well tltlnd. It does show, for relative comparisons among 
alternatives, the potential populations of deer. bear and turkey Demand 1s based on huntlng demand. 

EIS 3-1 11, paragraph 1 - The 4th sentence In this paragraph implies that wtlhout culling In the foreat a less 
broad m u  of ages will resutl. This Is ridiculous and needsto be stricken. A wild old forest contains the broadest 
mix of ages They are distributed differently than in a managed forest A J curve Instead of a bell shaped or even 
line distribution of artlficlaily manipulated patches of even-aged trees. 

The sentence implies that the culllng and regenerating of some parts ofthe forest, in addition to ailowlng natural 
succession to take place on most of the forest provides for more age classes of trees than just natural 
succesion Wlthin the scope of a large unsultabie land base, this is an accurate statement 

Letter x)60 

Response 

Letter 3742 

Response 

The 'Wiidllfe Beneftls from Timber Sales' graph (Fig.2-5) on page 2-35 of the EIS Is grossly misleading What 
wlidlne~ Whitstalled deer and related species that thrive on edge and open habitan in your analysis, Anernalive 
8 3  has no value to wildine presumably because no timber is cut under this atlernative. This is misleading since 
this graph as well as your analysis does not consider the harmful effeots oftimber hawesting on Interior-dwelling 
species, and the beneficial effect of no harvest. il you cannot readlly assign an economic value to such 
creatures, it is because the appropriate research has not been done and your data base is not complete Thls 
graph is therefore of no use in evaluating aiternatives 

Figure 2-5 in the DEiS has been dropped from the FElS 

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries estimates an annual decrease in hunters of 2% per year 
to the year 2Mx) This estimate should be used when calculating hunting over the ltfe of the LRMP 

Between the Draft and Final EIS. a new wiidlde demand was made Original projections of increased demand 
were in error New projeotions were made based on actual trends of National Forest 'stamps', and sales are 
declining - reflecting the national trend National Forest 'stamps' are showing less than a one percent annual 
decline 

Laxer tea 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3840 

Response 

The modeling to show the economic performance of the timber program is purported to mirror TSPIRS 
methodology, and therefore should mirror TSPIRS results However. the alternative 2 figures are approximately 
$ZW,CCCI more favorable than the TSPIRS report 1 figuresfor FY W The modeling should be changed to show 
dollar figures not signdicantly different than the average for the last three years 

Display in the Final EIS the cost and benefits derived from an active timber management program This would 
show a more accurate picture than the cash flow process used 

The EIS shows a loss of $754,000 in the model of the forest as It is managed today In actuality, the GWNF has 
lost between $1 1 and 1 2 million on timber sales each year for the past several years. The model is showing 
a 46% error in projected net revenue The proposed Aiternative 8 cut of 27 MM board feet In the Pian has 
projected loss of $1 05 million If the model error is consistent, this number would jump to $1.5 million While 
the GNWF has been slightly reducingthe losses eachyear, increased losses will not be accepted by the publlc. 

Chart on 2-34 shows incorrect current revenue levels as per TSPiRS report 

The assumptions in TSPIRS and in estimating projected net revenue by allernatwe are related but not exactly 
the same. TSPIRS estimates the actual receipts received from the timber program minus the aotual ember 
expendltures for a given yearwlth cerlain costs like roads pooled Projected net revenue Is based on a five year 
average for the value of stumpage sold from the forest (1987 - 1991) and the average timber costs from 1988 

~ 1989 These estimates are adjusted to I%$ in the FORPLAN model wlth projected net revenue calculated by 
subtracting timber costs from the stumpage value by alternative. Since these two procedures are completely 
different It would be surprising dthe numbers were the same However, projected net revenue is considered a 
good relative indicator of how each atlernative responds to the below cost issue 
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Letter 278 

Letter 278 

Latter 278 

Letter 278 

Letter 278 

Letter 278 

Letter 278 

Letter 3939 

Response 

The following Information may be helpful In verifying or revising economic data and analysis for value from 
recreational use: 

The 1988 Virginia Outdoors Plan stales that Virginia park vlsltom spend the following average amounts. $16 per 
day for day-use vialtors and $55 per day for overnlghlvisltors. About s80 million per year in economic revenues 
waa generaled by day-use and overnight visitors to state parks. 

A recent Water Resources Bulletin reported on the economic effects of river recreation on local economles 
where three conservation and recreatlon areas were established. 

The 'total value added' forthe three area8 siudied are $6.2 mllllon at Upper Delaware Scenic Rlver, $1.7 mllllon 
at Delaware Water Gap Recreatlon Area, and $1.4 million at New River National River Total new j o b  created 
ranged from 60 to 292 

A 1990 study by Southern Illinois UnhrersHy documented 83 net new jobs created by establishlng the Cypress 
Creek National Wildlife Refuge In rural southern llllnols. The study Indicated posltive economic effects by a shm 
from agricultural production to wildlifsrecreationai activltles. 

A recent study conducted at Cape May, New Jersey showed that approximately 35,ooO people vlslt Cape May 
each year. 

The total amount spent by just those individuals who vislt Cape May for bird watching activlties was $5,728,700 
per year. 

The Planner cannot state what the wildlife jobs are or where they will be located The Plan does not consider 
the negative Impacts on indirect jobs in the Forest's zone of Influence due l o  a reduction in the timber program 

The impoflance of wildlde and recreation produced on the Forest and the effects these outputs have on jobs 
and income In the 19 county impact area surrounding the Forest are recognized. Total Income and job esiimates 
by alternative Include these two outputs as well as timber, forest Service expenditures and county returns 

Lener 5w 

Response 

The economic analysis should utilize a supplyldemand study In which unn price is used l o  determine the supply 
and demand This would allow for bener analysis of the ilkely substltution of production from private land if 
production from public land is reduced The current study does not measure demand for products from public 
lands, It merely measures the amount which would be produced if the sales from the national forest remains a 
constant market share 

The assumption is made In our analysls that stumpage offered from the Forest will have very We, if any. effect 
on price This 1s known as the horizontal demand assumption A process paper tltled The Concept of Demand 
explains the rationale for this assumption. This paper was prepared by a Forest Service economist and 
concludes that 'studies that anempi to address local market demand elasticities are generally very time 
consuming and have not proven useful in explaining past stumpage demands nor predicting future onas R Is 
for these reasons that assuming a horizontal demand on a specified range is recommended ' 

Letter 744 

Response 

Accounting procedures to assess the cost of the road have been placed in the same calendar year for the total 
value of the road's use Though now dispersed somewhat over time, the cost could easily be spread over the 
Ide ofthe road or a longer period than currently in use. and the cost could be dispersed to ail users of the road. 

In our analysis by akarnative, the assumption is made that when atimber stand is harvested a road Is built The 
entire cost of the road to assessed at that time 
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Letter 744 

Response 

Letter 940 

ResDonse 

The draft forest pian has now viewed the future economic needs of the affected communlties a8 lndhridual 
governmental entlties and economic spheres Though the Forest Service cannot be responsible for baing 
informed a b u t  all economic trends and community requirements in every county, some fact finding and a 
oursory examination of economic conditions is advised 

To better reflect the local effects of the timber program on the local economy, a paper tdled 'An Analysis of the 
Potential Geographic Impacts of Volume Changes in Timber Harvest on the George Washington Nattonal Forest 
Market Area' has been prepared This paper addresses impacts by county within the 1Scounty impact area. 

We would like to know if the Forest Service has any data on the economic impact of leaving a XGfcQt wide 
riparian zone free of ttmber cutting 

In terms of jobs and income that would be produced in the 1Scounty impact area, the effect will be very small 
This is based on the assumption that there are a b u t 2 8 , m  a c w  in riparian zones and only a small proportion 
of the ASQ is cut from these areas 

Letter 990 

Letter 2636 

Response 

According to table A-3, the stage two economic analysis also assumes that only variable costs are used in the 
calculation of costs Since fixed costs are also real costs, they should be included in the determination of costs 

The stage two economic analysis should be redone to include fixed costs in addltion to variable costs Because 
of the importance ofthe below-cost issue on the GWNF, the location ofthe stage two results should be mapDed 
and made available for public comment 

Stage 2 (financial analysis) timber resource land suitabiitty analysis is disclosed in much more detail in the 
process paper lncorpotabon of the NFMA Requirements for T " e r  Resource Land Surtabiliiv into the Revision 
of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington Nabonal Forest 

The Stage 2 financial analysis includes direct beneflts and direct costs as defined in 36 CFR 219 14(b)(l) & (2). 
For the purposes of our analysis these direct costs were defined as variable costs Fixed costs included 
overhead and assessment costs and were determined based on 36 CFR 21 9 4b(b)(l) & (2) to be inappropriate 
to use 

The question of mapping the Stage 2 financial analysis is one of what to map and who could effectively use the 
information The financial analysis shows the cash flow for each timber management prescription that is applied 
to each FORPIAN analysis area These analysis areas are combinations of stands within similar physical and 
biological characteristics Depending upon what type of analysis is desired, the information could be mapped 
dozens of ddferent ways k is highly debatable whether this information would be particularly helpful to 
members of the public wishing to comment on the draft documents 

Letter 990 

Response 

Letter 1060 

Table A 4  projects the growth rates from the sutteble acres for 10 pertods 1-5. 10, and 14 The growth projection 
for period 1 is a modost 20 MMEF Tho future decades show growth rates which appear to be extremely 
oplimistic The rationale for these optimistic growth rates should be given in the EIS. wtth supporting documen- 
tation for these rates 

The growth rates are based on yield tables developed by G Luther Schnur in his publication 'Meld, Stand. and 
Volume Tables for Even-aged Upland Oak Forosts ' 

Council members and other local industry representatives are concerned that the agency's demand analysis 
underestimates the demand picture. In the DEIS, (page 3-91) the agency identifies the current (1989) demand 
at 38 million board feet per year and 45 5 million board feet per year in the year 2Mx) However, the agency did 
not consider planned mill expansions but rather relied on historical figures The Council recommends that these 
concerns must be addressed and that further analysis ofthe demand must be undertaken wlth involvement from 
industry, state and local officials familiar wtth actual and potential future timber needs 

Errors In Analysis 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 

1-434 



-Xer 1369 The DElS states 'A change in FS timber harvests could be offset by a change in the amount harvested by 
non-Industrial private landowners and should not have an adverse effect' This assumption is completely 
wrongi This is unrealistic either at national level or state level or even on the local level. With growth exceeding 
removals by a factor of 3 ' Clearly the potential is there to sustain almost any timber demands Local industry 
reps are conoerned that the GWs demand analysis underestimates the demand picture. Further analysis of the 
demand must be undertaken wtth involvement from Industry, state and local officials famlllar wlth actual and 
potential tlmber needs in the Mure. The analysis did not consider the direct impact reduced log supplies will 
have on the 4 paper mi116 in the area The impact of sawmills who purchase logs from loggers and to the paper 
lndustty who rely on pulpwood from the NFs or chips from sawmills using NF sawtimber must be included in 
the assessment of the direct job impacts 

Under Summaly and Conclusions the Regional economists sald, 'For the purposes of this study It was 
determined that the appropriate assumption should be one of maintaining the current market share.' We could 
not see a discussion in the paper which showed how the authors decided that this assumption was appropriate 

Our letter of March 9,1991 raised questionsaboutthe'TimberSupply and Demand Analysis'. We have attached 
this letter, and we request that tt be made part of our comments As we stated in that letter, we were skeptical 
of the assumption that the OW should maintain a constant market share We requested that you send us any 
further information available on why maintenance of market share is a reasonable assumption of the GWNF 
Your response on July 8, 1991 stated that this questions can be addressed best through a detailed evaluation 
of the alternatives considered in detail in the draff EIS You said that drfferent responses to this question of 
market share need to be weighed against the other benefits and the costs of providing those other benefits The 
EIS and Pian are deficient in addressing this question 

We did not find the 'detailed evaluation' which you had promised on this point. The average reader would find 
it dlfficuitto understand that the determination of 'demand' is based on an assumption of maintaining a constant 
market share We saw no discussion as to the importance or benefits of maintaining a constant market share 
when the program is below-cost The final EIS and Plan should fully discuss this topic and provide full 
documentation as to the benefits of such an assumption We suggest that equal treatment be given to a 
discussion of substantially decreasing market share as well as increasing market share 

The demand for timber in the future Is going to be greater than what you have allowed for in any of your 
alternatives. 

We believe that the [timber] demand is much higher than the Forest Planner estimated Alternative 8 states that 
this short fail can be easily made up from other sources without any analysis that shows tt would be possible 
to do so We do not believe that this is possible 

It appears thatthe data, forthe mountain zone, from the continuous inventoty of timber plots (remeasured evety 
ten years and last released in 1986) was not used or given consideration by the Regional Economists or Forest 
Planner. It appears that the economists used State wide information which skewed their results They should 
have only used information from the Forest zone of influence We feel that the demand for timber products from 
the Forest is higher than estimated in the Draft Revised Plan We also do not believe that the dlfferenoe between 
demand and that supplied from the Forest can be made up from private and industry forest land Into the 
foreseeable future There is no analysis in the documents provided that shows that this is possible No 
consideration was given tothe amount of forest land that is under other ownership such as National Parks, State 
Park, Regional Parks, State Game lands, wooded private subdivisions, etc where thetimber is not available for 
harvest The unemployment figures for the counties in which the Forest is located were Ignored. even though 
the majorlty exceed the State and National figure and have for several years 

The analysis of demand for timber products from the area is badly flawed There is nothing displayed In the 
Plan, EIS, or process papers to back up the claim that the difference between demand and the 27 mmbflyear 
can be easily obtained from private and industly owned land in fact there is no total demand figure displayed 
for the total area I feel that the figure displayed as demand (45 5 mmbf/year) was pulled out of the air I would 
not be surprised that the total demand for the area exceeds 400 mmbflyear 

EIS 3-91 -Timber. 'Demand for forest products is expected to grow ' Is the 'Anticipated Demand' actually a 
demand, or merely what the GW management would like to supply? Appendix B makes the latter appear to be 
the case This section needs further clarification and development 

Letter 2636 

Letter 2636 

Letter 2938 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3951 

Letter 3981 
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Letter 4044 According to the Forest Service's own economists the timber supply demand projections are estimated to 
increase from the current 39 million board feet l o  45 5 million board feet by the year 2oM) and eventually l o  an 
astronomical W million board feet by the year2040. These unsubstantiated figures strike me as being extraordi- 
narily high considering the fact that this forest has historically averaged about 24 million board feet and the 
strong public SUPPO~~ and comments in favor of recreation activlties which maintain the forest's natural environ- 

Response 

ment-aiso indicate a decrease In demand 

Historically the Forest has provided a small share of the timber demand in the Iscounty market area, applicable 
to this Forest (between 5 and 9 percent from 1977-1989) We estimate the Forest's contribution to this demand 
as being between 15 MMBF and 31 MMBF Our pro]ectrons in the demand analysis of the Forest are predicated 
upon the historical trend of timber stumpage delNered by the Forest FIA datafor our market area indicatesthat 
forest industry and non-industrial private land comprise 72 percent of the land wtthin this area, while the 
National Forest comprises percent But the productive capabillty of the Forest and management objectives 
on public lands has influenced historic production levels lt is inappropriate to infer that the National Forest 
should produce 26 percent of the market areavolume Wlth these Statst~os in mind, we believe that there Is an 
adequate supply of timber available from non-NF sources that could take up any shorifall lfthe Forest's annual 
timber offer was marginally reduced from Its 39 MMBF current level Stumpage price adpstments may be 
needed to Induce other owners to increase supply of timber, but we feel these adjustments would be minimal 

Lelter 1060 The social and economic impacts presented in the DElS is also inadequate Specdic comments center around 
the impact on lobs and that the agency cansidered only those lobs directly effected actual purchases of t "er  
sales The analysis ignored the direct impact reduced log supplies will have on the 4 paper mills in the area 
In addltion, the analysis neglected to include the downstream sawmills who rely on national forest timber but 
do not directly purchase timberfrom the national forest The impactto sawmills who purchase logsfrom loggers 
and tothe pulp and paper industry who rely on pulpwood from the national forests or chips from sawmills using 
national forest saw timber must be included in the assessment of direct ]ob impacts 

The Forest Service did not adequately assessthe impact to jobs The analysis ignored the direct impact reduced 
log supplies would have on the 4 paper mills in the area The analysis neglected to include the downstream 
sawmills who rely on national forest timber but do not directly purchase timber from the national forest 

Virginia Review (Clifton Forge), 13 Mar 1992 The Forest Servicedid not include employment at Weslvaco when 
It calculated the number of lobs that will be affected by rts management plan 

This analysis includes the effects of selling stumpage from the Forest on direct and Indirect income and 
employment wlthin sectors 160,161 and 162 in the IMPLAN model These sectors include independent loggers 
and local sawmill operators. The direct and indirect effects on the pulp and paper industry are not included in 
the model. At present only 5 percent of the volume needed by this industry comes from the Forest The ID Team 
thus assumes that the impact of selling Forest stumpage on lobs and income in the pulp and paper industry 
is very small at best However, to better respond to this question. a sensltivlty analysis was performed using the 
IMPLAN model and including the pulp and paper industry Based on data supplied by Westvaco and assuming 
the pulp could not be obtained anywhere else, the foilwring multipliers were developed for every 1 MMBF of 
hardwood roundwood sold by the Forest (up to 15 MMBF) 31 73 lobs and $1 11 9 million would be generated 
throughout the impact area. This compares wlth 4 08 lobs and $0 07433 million not including this sector Refer 
to Appendix B of the FEiS for more information 

Letter 2576 

Letter 3963 

Response 

Letter 1060 The DElS does not comply wlth the requirement at% CFR Section 219 12 (e) to include a benchmark analysis 
of the management situation as d defines the capabillties of the forest and the range wlthin which alternatives 
can be constructed Without the proper benchmark analysis, the agency lacksthe abildy to identify and measure 
the muhipla-use tradeoffs It accepts when It decides to manage at less than the maximum production potential 
Because the DElS lacks this analysis, it does not identify the true muiiipla-use tradeoffs necessary to make 
decisions In Appendix B of the DEE (page 6-37), the agency indicates 'rather than perform a mechanical 
exercise of producing benchmarks with lmle or no relevance to the issues, the ID Team used some of the 
alternatives themselves to serve as 'practical' benchmarks.' This indiscriminate action by the agency is unac- 
ceptable and is a clear violation of the agency's own regulations to implementthe National Forest Management 
Act CNFMA). 
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Letter 1060 

Letter 1060 

Letter 1369 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3951 

Response 

The inadequacy of the 'practical' benchmark documentation severely restricts the agency's abilHy to present to 
the public and Its own decision makers the 'maximum phydcal and blolwical production potentials of signifi- 
cant lndlvidual goods end services 

Unfortunately. the agency chose to restrict the analysis of the forest's'maximum Umber potential' by developing 
'practical' benchmarks Defining the 'benchmark' as 'practical' Infers that the ldentmcation of the 'maximum 
timber potential' was a polltlcai or'public pressure' identified level This process resub in an understatement 
of the production capabillties in the selection of Alternative 8 

There is some question in the analysis part of the process How are tredeoffs selected when the decision to 
manage is made wlth less than maximum production potential? The lack of 'practical' guidelines limits the 
Forest's abllHy l o  present the 'maximum physical and biological production potentials of Important goods and 
services We don't know what the true physical and biological potential of the GWNF is Wlthout this info. we 
cannot evaluate any alt properly 

No Benchmark Analysis is done for timber output. Since net growth is over 100 mmbf/year, why ianY this used 
a8 the benchmark. 

The law requires a benchmark analysis bo developed and displayed in the DElS and final €IS. Such analysis 
1s crucial tothe analysis ofthe managementsltuetion since ltdefinesthe capsbilnies ofthe Forest and the range 
for development of alternatives Wdhout proper benchmark analysis the Forest Planner lacks tho abllily to 
identily and meesure the multiple-use tradeoffs he makes in the Plan In Appendix '8' of the DEIS (page 837) 
the Planner siates 'rather than perlorm a mechanical exercise of producing benchmarks wlth lmle or no 
relevance l o  the issues. the ID Team used some of the ekemalives themselves l o  serve as 'practical' bench- 
marks'. Wlthout development of true benchmarks then true alternalves cannot be developed. 

Develop and display the various benchmarks required by NFMA. Then use those benchmarks in the final 
development and analysis of various alternatives. As a minimum use those developed for the 1986 Plan wlth 
an update to present snuation 

This 1992 Plan does not show any Benchmark analysis that can be used for a comparison of alternatives wlth 
needs or demand. 

Benchmarks hnve been dona as required by 36 CFR section 21 9 lZ(e)(t). The results can be found in Appendix 
B of the FElS 

' 

Letter 1850 

Response 

Your process paper assumed that a reduction In timber offered would affect three sectors. Sawmills 1,278 jobs: 
Logging 474 jobs: Hardwood Dimension 50 jobs, Total 1,802 Jobs This same process paper staled that there 
are a total of 8,920 lobs that depend on an adequate supply of wood to operate their business. Your team 
completely disregarded the needs of 7,118 people in the impact area In Alleghany County about 2,oW persons 
are dependent on forest products for a living. The George Washington controls 59.8% of the forest land In the 
county I think that the George Washington should supply 59 8% of the wood harvested In the county. Theteam 
should have presented all pertinent data Indirect users are also directly affected by a lack of raw material You 
have noway to insurethat any industry can obtainstumpagefrom private land or from areas outside the George 
Washington influence area In any and all directions in the Unlted States there Is a demand for forest products. 
We are unable to import wood from other parts of the world. 

The question in the impact analysis is what economio activily wlthin a specdied impact area would be expected 
to change as a direct result of changes in our harvest level? This is much dflerentthan what are the impacts 
of the timberwelaled industry on the U S The three sectors selected for the timber impact analysis are based 
on the first question. The Forest recognizes that Alleghany County is impacted by the sale of timber from the 
George Washington National Forest and may have dflicuity finding volume from other sources (refer to the 
process paper An Analysis of the Potential Geogrsphrc Impacts of Volume Changes in limber Harvest on the 
George Washington Nafronal Forest Market Area) 

Letter 3988 The recreation analysis is seriously flawed as there is no indication of the demand for the various types of 
recreation settings Thus, there appear6 to be no basis upon which l o  Judge the various alternatives abllltles to 
meet the public desires How was such judgment made? Are there surpluses of one setting and shortages of 
another? 
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Response During the formulation and analyses of ahematrves, the ID Team referred to the Process Paper Dispersed 
Recmabon Demand Analysis - George Washington National Forest Demand for developed recreation has 
been determined by amount of use of existing areas and contacts by the public requesting addltionai area8 In 
many situations user groups display demand by volunteering to help construct and maintain recreation facillties 
such as horse camps, rtfk ranges, hang gliding s b s  and trarls The surplus andlor shortage of specitic types 
of recreation depends on which alternative Is selected by the Regional Forester Ahernatbe 9 emphasizes 
dispersed recreatton in semi-primltive settings. AhernatNes 8A, 10 and 12 offer the most oppoflunlties for highly 
developed recreation. 

Letter 3988 

Letter 3988 

Response 

The visual resource section was seriously flawed in that there was no 'starting line' defined. Apparently there 
WBS no inventory of the existing condition d the landscepe Thus, it is impossible to display any meaningful 
effect of an ahernatwe. The ftgures on page 15 of the DElS are completely misleading to the readers In light of 
the above Similarly, the figures on 'Inventory' in Table 326 are misleading. 

The Inventoried Visual Quality Objedwes do not constltute a base line or 'starting line'. They have no relation 
to what the current oondltion of the landscape iwthey only reflect the variety class, the sensltlvity level and the 
distance zones 

The VQO inventory was developed using national guidelines set forth in USDA Handbook Number 462 The 
Visual Management System' h provides consideration of both physical and social characteristics of the land- 
scape Although considered in assigning a variety class, the VQO inventory does not provide Information about 
the specific type of landscape setting. Project analysis provides that information The purpose of the inventory 
Is l o  provide objectives forthe visual quality, that is spectfying the degree of acceptable aheration to the natural 
landscape 

Letter 2665 

Response 

The EIS defines supply by mill capacity. which is. in economicterms, a supply factor (EIS 525,382,389,391) 
Defining demand in terms of supply bastardizes the entire economic analysis and flaws the findings. The entire 
demandlsuppiy analysis is incorrect 

For the purposes of our analysis supply IS defined as the amount of a given output (I e,  timber, recreation, 
wildlde) that the Forest has the physical cspabillty to produce Demand is defined as the level d ouiput the 
public will consume at a given price. Demand is equal to consumption 

Letter 2886 

i 

Response 

Letter 989 

Letter 3537 

Letter 3685 

Your economic data does not fully represent the negative impact of Ahernative #8 Wlth the projected loss of 
total jobs and timber related jobs total income will naturally fall as opposed to the Forest Service's projection 
of no change 

Total income does fall, but only by $95,000 To round to the nearest million dollars, this becomes $0 

In the public response to the plan, over 114 [of the] responses called for increased opportunlties for recreational 
four-wheeling The Forest Sewice response to all this input was to sharply reduce the opportunlties of four- 
wheeling because they stated there was no significant demand The data shows a pressing need for a sharp 
increase in four-wheeling opportunltiesto better satisfy the current needs The facilltles for 4WD use have grown 
less while demand has increased by 8% The Draft refuses to acknowledge a significant demand while only 
discussing the 'concerns' over the use 

Tables 2-20 and 321 in the EIS display the demand and supply (as a percentage of demand) which justify the 
building of the three new OHVIORV complexes h has been explained that the semi-primltive motorized 
recreation demand figures in table 3-20 are actuaib 'expected' demand If the new complexes were available. 
These figures are misleading and have llttle substance Therefore they should be removed from the EIS unless 
an actual current demand can be calculated If these numbers do reflect the expected demand of ATV use. It 
would seem that the Forest SeNiCe feels It must create a demand for an already controversial matter An 
Increased demand would certainly increase user conflict which directly contradicis Executive Order 11644 

The section on economic effects also did not estimate the revenue generated by off-road vehicle use in the 
forest 
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Leiier 3939 

Letter 4013 

Letter 3982 

Letter 3982 

Letter 4035 

Letter 4035 

Response 

We believe that the estimate of demand for &wheel drive and A N  recreation use derived by the Forest Plannei 
1s low based on information presented by the Commonwealth of Virginia in their 'Outdoor Recreation Plan' 

Why is not the needs of the four wheel drwe recrestionist taken into consideratban in the planning process? 

Flgure 2-34, 'Change in Employmenr and Flgure235'Change in Income'showedecline In bolhforAlternatwe 
4, where motorized recreation is emphasized 

Yet table 321, 'Supply (as a percent of demand) of Recreation' shows most alternatives exceeding the demand 
for semi-primdive motorized recreation In light of the admission in the Issues discussion. these figures are 
clearly fantasy. 

The FElS falls to adequately present data for motorized reo use and economic impact - Fig 2-34, 'Change In 
Employmenr and Fig 2-35 'Change in Income' show a decline in both for AH. 4, where motorized reo 1s 
emphasized. Yet the lasues disousslon states a potential but undocumented large demand which could result 
in a rise in lacal income and employment This rise has been demonstrated elsewhere, where OHV rec has been 
emphasized. The figures are clearly In error The issues discussion also states, There 1s unquestionably a larger 
demand for A N  use opportunlties than the Forest has been providing. The exact magnitude of this demand is 
unknown 'Yet Table 321 'Supply (as a % of Demand) of Rec' shows most a b  exceeding the demand for SPM 
reo In light of the admission in the Issues discussion, these figures are clearly fantasy 

Better information is needed to proJect the demand for and economic beneflts of motorized reo. 

The question of motorized recreation supply and demand has been revislted in preparing the FEIS. An 
Improved discussion on the supply and demand for off-highway vehicles (OWs) is included In Chapter 3 ofthe 
FEE under 'Dispersed Recreation' 

The EIS estimates income generated by RVDs produced wlthin the SPM ROS class up to demand. This income 
estimate is based on multipliers developed in the iMPL4N model No specific analysis has been done on the 
demand for or revenue generated by of-road vehicle use. However, the Forest concedes that for this use 
demand is greater than areas or routes the Forest can supply 

Alternative 4 increases the timber outputs and decreases wildlife RVDs when compared to current management 
The decrease in wildlife RVOs is more than the increase in timber resulting in a net loss of jobs and Income 

Letter 3614 

Letter 3614 

Response 

Regarding the Drafl Plan: By what methodology has the GWNF determined the demand for ORV recreational 
opportunnies pursuant to Section 2355 03 (policv) of the Forest Service Manual (hereinafter 'FSM') and what 
were the results of this analysis? 

What coordination activliles have been, or will be, implemented by the GWNF pursuant to FSM 2355 15 to 
coordinate ORV use wlth both governmental and ORV interest group organizations? 

The ForeM Service Manual 2355.03 provides for motorized recreational opportunlties when, among other 
condltions, there is ademonstrated demand Several documents were reviewed in considerlng demand for ORV 
recreational opportundies. First, we looked at current Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans 
(SCORP) for Virginia end West Virginia These documents are available for review in the Forest Supervisor's 
Office as well as most public libraries in the both Virginia and West Virginia Each cf the doouments should be 
reviewed for details. 

A discussion of the procedure to estimate the demand for licensed and unlicensed OW opportunlties is 
included in Appendix B of the FElS 

Letter 3710 

Letter 3710 

The same faulty reasoning that produced misleading conclusions concerning the likely impact ofthe draft plan 
on timber demand has produced equally misleading - but more inflammatory - ccnclusions about b impact 
on timber industry employment By greatly exaggerating potential job losses in the industry, the planning 
documenis distort the public policy debate over the future of the forest 

The planning team simply assumed that any management reglme that harvested less than the amount of timber 
presently harvested would result in proportional jobs lost in logging, sawmills and planing mills, end hardwood 
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Letter 3710 

Response 

Letler 3742 

Response 

Letter 3939 

Response 

Leuer 3939 

Response 

Letter 3939 

dimension For every job projected to be lost in the named sectors, at least one more job was projected lo be 
lost in the larger regional economy due to a multiplier effect As a resuk, the drafl plan Is projected to causethe 
loss of 67 timber industry jobs, offset by 46 jobs created by recreation management and Forest Service 
expenddures, for a total loss of 20 jobs 

This is nonsense There is no real evidence that modest changes in timber volume such as those proposed for 
the GWNF would have any signrficant employment consequences The most likely scenario is that private 
suppliers would increase their patiicipation in the marketplace to meet any demand that is not met from federal 
land. Such increased economic activlty in the private sector would maintain employment subjected to less 
suppolt from the public sector 

The IMPLAN model utilized for estimating employment and Income affects assumes no substdution will occur 
Realistically, some Increase in private supplies will occur but how much Is not known However. for comDari6on 
of alternatives, the numbers are considered valid 

From the anached figure prepared by Steve Richards of the Rockbridge Area Conseivatlon Council, lt appears 
thatthe preferred alternative and alternative 12 exceed the growth rate on suitable lands In the Allowable Sale 
Quantlty proposed To be fully consistent wlth the concept of sustalned yield forestry, the ASQ should not 
exceed the growth rate on the suitable acres 

The Forest is under no obligation to cut less than growth in every decade This only occurred In Decade 1 and 
all future decades show growth to exceed the ASQ We are Initially halvesting mature stands wdh very slow 
growth As they become regenerated the growth rates increase The only obligation the Forest has is to never 
haNest more than long-term sustained yield and nondeclining yield 

Recreation (developed and dispersed) use data was obtained from the RIM Reports prepared by the Districts 
This information is nothing more than a guess of what the Ranger feels the use is each year In each category 
There is no reliable basis for these use figures since they are not based on actual counts or statisbcal mathods 
of determining such use However, this same flaw was used for all alternatives and therefore may be accurate 
enough for comparison purposes for some use categories Butthey are not reliable enough lo  be used in any 
demand trend estimates In adddion the use of this data is flawed in that ddoesn'ttake into accountthe facildies 
provided by National Parks, State Parks, Corps of Engineers. County and Regional Park% or private facilltles 
and their use 

The Forest agrees RIM data is far from perfect However, d is the only data available for estimating how many 
RVDs are currently produced on the Forest. The demand projedons are based on 1990 RPA indices Refer to 
process paper, Dispersed Recreation Demand Analysis, GWNF for more information 

The Plan doesn't take into consideration the capacity provided by National Parks, State Parks, County and 
Regional Parks, Private Parks and State Game lands for such activlties as developed and dispersed recreation, 
hiking. and other categories in the Forest zone of impact If this has been done then the capaclty In the Forest 
zone of impact (for developed and dispersed recreation) would exceed demand by many additional percentage 
points 

The capaclty estimates are based on land owned by the Forest, not the Forest zone of impact For more 
information see the process record, 'Estimates of Recreation Capacity for Forest Land Management Planning 
on the GWNF' 

For supply of timber, other land ownership (within the Forest boundary) and for an area 50 miles outside the 
Forest boundary was used in an auempt to show Imle need for limber hawest on the Formi Why was this 
procedure notusedfor all the resources and uses? Even wdhthis enlarged area, forthe timber analysis, ltshows 
that demand exceeds the volume offered by 41 percent and wildlde capaclty varies from 4% to 33% under 
demand depending on species of wildllfa under consideraiion OW and ATV demand also exceed that which 
Is offered in Ahernatwe 8 but the Plan does not give sufficient information to determine what the demand or 
supply may be at this time 
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ReSpOnSE There is only one impact area defined for all the resources and uses including limber. The Forest impact area 
is defined sligMly ddferently then the area used In the Timber Supply Demand paper Thls was necessary to 
estimate the income and employment effects from all outputs produced by the Forest (la., wildlife, recreation, 
timber) The limber demand estimates, as well as wildlde and recreation, were developed based on the public's 
need for these outputs from the Forest and are not necessarily directly related to the Forest impact area. 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Astudydone bytheVirginieDepartmentof Forestryin1984andupdatedin1988showedthatevery$t.Wsspent 
by a logger on stumpage had an add on value of $28 41 by thetime the finished product reached the consumer 
Ofthis approxlmateiy S14.W stays in the area where the tree was cut. This shows how important National Forest 
timber sales WE to the local economy lt also shows the relationship belween direct and indirect timber industry 
related employment This factor appears not lo have been considered in the economic analysis performed for 
the development of this plan. 

No consideration was given lo  the indirect jobs created by the trmber program. 

The Forest does estimate the change in income by afternative for the 1Scounty impact area. This estimate is 
basod on the income mukipl.ers developed by the IMPLAN model The income muHipliers in IMPLAN are less 
then the $28 41 generated by $1 of stumpage. This is primarily because the impact area is much smaller and 
only tho indirect and induced effects wdhm the impact area are measured by IMPLAN. The $2841 includes 
effects outside the impact area and valuaadded estimates for secondary processing, transportation. construc. 
lion and marketing. 

Letter 3941 

Response 

Although the Draft EIS indicates that the draft plan (Alt 8) will fall short of supplying 100% of the 'demand' for 
other products, such as deer and timber, the anabsis used in the draft plan does not accurately represent the 
supply of and demand for these products from all sources in the market area Rather, these projections 
represent an extension of pest trends for supply of products from the GWNF, based upon an assumption that 
the GWNF will contribute a constant percentage of the total output of these products in the region No analysis 
is provided in the DEiS to estimate the total demand of timber in the market area or the total supply of timber 
available from all sources in the region. Based on our long-term involvement with this issue, It is our contention 
that more than 100% of the entire demand for timber from the region. both present and projected, could be 
supplied from privately owned lands with no participation whatsoever by the GWNF 

Two process papers address the supply sduation in the impact area These are Tfmber Supply and Demand 
Analysis for the GWNF and An Analysis of the Potential Geographrc lmpacts of Volume Changes in Timber 
Harvest on the George Washington NaBonal Forest Market Area The Forest agrees that privately owned lend 
should be able to meet some of the timber demand presently being met by the Forest. How much is uncertain. 

A cost vs benefit should be used and not a cash flow analysis This should be done for all the programs and 
not just timber. 

Present Net Value (Discounted Benefds minus Discounted Costs) includes all costs and benefits discounted to 
the present The output IS displayed for evety alternative in the FEiS 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Tourism and recreation doesn't provide much of a posltive impact for these rural counties Tourism and 
recreation only provide seasonal jobs at minimum pay The Plan is also flawed in Its analysis of this area of 
management. Why wore the recreation facilities of other Federal, State, Local, and Private areas not included 
to show true demand, supply, and use? Why was the same area used for determination of data for timber not 
used for recreation aspects of the Pian? The Plan relies heavily on RIM data whlch is nothing but a rough 
estimate There is reference material available from the State of Virginia that would help in the development of 
the analysls of demand and capacity fortimber and recreation Evidently none ofthis information was obtained 
or Used 

There is only one impact area defined for all the resources and uses including timber The Forest impact area 
is defined slightly ddferently than the area used in the Timber Supply Demand paper This was necessary to 
estimate the income and employment effects from ail outputs produced by the Forest (la, wildide, recreation, 
timber) The timber demand estimates, as well as wildide and reoreation, were developad based on the public's 
need for these outputs from the Forest and are not necessarily directly related to the Forest impact area 
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Historically the GW has provided a small share of the timber demand in the 24counly market area, applicable 
to this Forest (between 5 and 9 percent from 1977-1989) We estimate the Forest's contribution to this demand 
as being between 15 MMBF and 31 MMBF Our projections In the demand analysis of the GW are predlcated 
upon the historical trend of timber stumpage delivered by the Forest FIA data indicates growth to removal ratas 
are at a 2 7 to 1 ratio for all species, and therefore an adequata supply of timber exists in this area FIA data for 
our market area indicates that forest industry and non-Industrial private land comprise 72 percent of the land 
wlthin this area, whlle the Natlonal Forest comprises 26 percent Butthe productive capability of the Forest and 
management objectives on public lands has influenced historic production levels k is lnaperooriate to Infer that 
the National Forest should produce 26 percent of the Market area volume 

Letter 3988 Page 6-23 The $4 M per acre cost for Visual Resource Coordination reflects tw low an emphasis on this 
resource k should not be expected that scenic beauly can be maintained wlth Mile or no cost 

The cost reflects the amount spent on this category from I988 to 1989 Response 

Letter 4043 How can the akernatives be compared according to PNV (Present Net Volume) when different akernatives were 
subject to different constraints and objectives? lt Is not possible to quantify the objectives of Alternative 4 with 
Alternative 5, subject each alternative to a set of 'common' constraints, then subject each akernative to any 
Individual constraints, and come up wlth afigure that accurately reflects the net benefii of that alternatlve to the 
public The preferred alternative is selected largely because of an analytical value that may or may not represent 
the value of that alternative to the public The only possible solution to this problem is to recognize the flaws 
in attempting to quantify celtain resource 'beneflts' and to devise a method that balances economic considera- 
tions with subjective values The entire Forest Plan cannot be designed by inputting data Into a FORPIAN 

Response 

model and arrhrlng at a 'magic' number. 

Table 2-1 4 in Chapler 2 of the FEE displays a breakdown of present net values for each alternative Both the 
present net beneflts and present net costs are divided into four resource categories. 

The preferred alternative maximizes net public beneflt Net public beneflt by definltion includes quantdiable as 
well as SubJectNe values PNV is just one factor that provides information for selecting the preferred alternative 

Latter 3742 The fishing stream inventory map dated 3/31/92 should be distributed to the public for comment This would 
assist in verbication of the information 

The stream inventory map is a sensltive data base shared wlth the Virginia Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries. This data, particularly the wild trout stream inventory, is generally not made available to the public 
The inventory is dynamic and being updated continuously and is not a legal document that will determine 
management practices On the ground, slte-specdlc analysis of streams will dictate management practices For 
example, b the inventory lists a stream as cool-water and site-specdic analysis finds It to be a wild trout stream 
or potential wild trout stream, the standards for wild trout streams would apply 

Response 

Letter 3840 Original formulation of Ak #8 wlth 21 MBF should be explored as to the economics. As roads hurt the 
economics, reduction of roads relative to 21 MBF consideration should prove more financially balanced. 
Increase from 21 MBF to 27 MBF created a greater net loss 

Alternative 11 was reformulated in the FEE to address these concerns Response 

Letter 78 The analysis shows that nearly one quarter of the timber harvest volume will be produced by uneven aged 
management The analysis also shows that only 6550 acres of the forest is to be managed by uneven aged 
management An annual volume of 7 MMBF cannot be sustained from management of 6650 acres lt is likely 
to take an acreage approximately 10 times as large 

Response Table A-7 ofthe Revised Plan containstheTimber SaleSchedule In the first decade, the Revised Plan estimates 
that 120,Mx) cubic feet (or 8 MMBF) of timber would be harvested off 9,ooO acres 
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Letter 3939 

Response 

Do not just concentrate the timber harvest program on the south half of the Forest. Have an even distribution 
of timber sales (commercial. wildllfe and salvage) over the entire Forest 

The allocation of volume to each ranger district is based on existing and expected markets. and amount of 
sunable land and expeoted timber yield from that land 

Letter 3614 

Letter 3614 

Response 

What methodology was used by the GWNF to classrfy each management area under each Alternative Draft Plan 
to authorize, restriot or prohiblt ORV use pursuant to the requiremente of 36 CFR 219 21 (g) and what were the 
results of this analysis? 

What were the results of the analysis pursuant to 36 CFR 295 2(a) by which the GWNF was required to analyze 
the specdied objective impacts of ORV use in each management area under the Drafi Plan? 

This information is contained in the process paper lncorpombon of the NFMA Requlrements for Off-Road Vehicle 
Use into the Revision of the Land end Resource Management Plan for the George Washington Nabonel Forest. 

Letter 3729 

Response 

When Recreation vis116 are recorded (Visltor Days), is there any breakdown of the number of separate indlvldu- 
a15 who use the Forest? My concern is that you may have only a few thousand individual users, but many of 
them are counted numerous times because they are frequent visltors, perhaps living wlthin the boundary, thus 
running upthevisltor day count by perhaps Z-J.100 unltseach Such afigure would bevery misleading In terms 
of the proportion of the public Served 

One recreation viskor day (RVD) represents 12 hours of use on the Forest, be It 12 hours by one person or 1 
hour each for 12 persons There are national and regional guidelines that are used to convert this to number 
of VISIIS or trips by activlty based on regional and national research 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 3-91 -Table 3-21 - How were these Supply-Demand figures calculated? This section on 'Recreation' is 
vague overall. based on ambiguous and Incomplete data 

Table 3-21 in the DEE indicates how each alternative meets the demand that Is anticipated for dispersed 
recreation as indicated in Table 3-20 The figures in 3-20 were developed by R8 economists and may be 
reviewed in the Draft Working Paper 'Dispersed Recreation Demand Analysis. George Washington Nahonal 
F o r d  dated May 17,1989 Future demand estimates were developed through professional judgement sup 
ported by quantltative analysis of current and historic use The data is complete and unambiguous 

Letter 3939 

Response 

No detailed information is provided on what short and long term impacts alternative 8 will have on grouse, a 
major bird for hunters in the area. which requires young vegetation It is also recognized by wildllfe biologists 
that recent clearcuts can benefit quail and rabblts, both important small game species This IS not recognized 
In the DElS or Plan. 

Population estimates were not made for the ruffed grouse, a species that prefers young forest areas, but there 
is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habltat to maintain this species throughout the Forest 
Some alternatives probably do provide for a higher habltat carrying capaclty forthis species and thus a higher 
hunting success rate Grouse hunting accountsfor approximately five percent of the hunting days on this Forest, 
In light of a below costtimber program, It is economically hardtolustrfy an increasedtlmber programtoincrease 
ruffed grouse hunting success rates 

Letter 3939 An example of poor analysis and indepth thinking in this Plan is how Road Denslty will be determined. All Forest 
Service roads, Sinto Roads, Park Roads, and private roads are counted and used However. the Fore& Service 
has control over only its own roads Therefore d some roads must be closed. to use by the public, It will have 
to be the Forest Service roads This will result in a reduction in access and use of these public lands by hunters 
and other users. If the Forest Service has no control over an oven1 or ltom then It should not be used or counted 
undor a Standard B Guide Only Forest Service roads that are in the interlor of a Management Area should be 
used In the determination of road denslty Roads on the boundary of a Management Area should not be counted 
or used regardless of who owns or controls those roads In addltion Traflic Service Level 'D' roads that are 
closed or will be closed after use should not be counted 
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Response There are a variety of ways to determine rosd densities in e particular management area, each having its own 
merit Allowable open rosd densities identdied in the Drefl Revised Plan have been reduced (see new standards 
tor Management Areas 14 and 15). Measures for determining denelties are contained In Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Pian Actual road densities for each discreet area with a road dansw guideline will be determined and 
monitored 

Letter 371 0 

Letter 3710 

Response 

By aasuming that the forest's market share should continue at the current level through the year 2040, the 
planning team projected a 'demand for QWNF timbW that amounted to 45.5 MMBF per year through the year 
2ooo Since the draft plan's annual timber harvest of 27 4 MMBF falls short of the 45 5 MMBF, H hae been 
characterized as falling short of meeting demand. 

This is misleading The same analysis offered as the basis torthe *Anticipated Demand for GWNFTimbef (DEIS. 
3-91) also concludes. correctly, that the use of such terminology is erroneous 

What the 45 5 MMBF represents is the Forest's historical market share of timber demand projectad to the year 
2ooo You are correct in quoting the Timber Supply and Demand Study which aiates This reference Is 
inappropriate in that demand is tor stumpage in a speclfied market. as defined in thls study, and not for any 
particular land ownership group within the market area' We have corrected ths misleading statement In the 
FEIS 

Lener 

Response 

Under Annual Removals the economists say, 'Sawtimber's percentage of the Forest's timber mix (27%) re- 
mained unchanged from 1977 to 1989' This contradicts the Timber Staff Officer's announcement connected 
with the 1990 TSPIRS Report that sawtimber was 20% of the total volume harvested In 1989 What is the source 
for the Regional economists' figures? 

The source for information in the report is the Region 8 Timber cut and Sold' reports The regional economisis 
used the sold volume in their analysis and TSPIRS is based on cut volume The 'timber cut and sold' reports 
only have a sawtimber breakdown for the sold volume in 19TI For any gNen year there is a difference between 
cut and sold volumes but over time they tend to even out The point in the report 16 that sawtimber was 
essentially a constant percentage of total volume overthe last 1012 year period. This conclusion IS appropri- 
ately made 

Letter 2636 

Response 

Table 5, 'Projected Future Forest Volumes for FLMP', does not identlfy the volume unlts What do the numbers 
represent? This table also used the following unidenthed abbreviations SWST. SWRW, HWST, and HWRW 
Please ldenilfy the meaning of these abbreviations 

The volume units are reflected in the row '-MCF--' which refers to thousand cubic feet The product 
abbreviations are as follows' SWST - softwood sawtimber, SWRW - softwood roundwood, HWST - hardwood 
sawtimber, HWRW - hardwood roundwood 

Letter 3685 

Response 

The economics section of the EIS did not contain a clear cost-benefit analysis it appears from the charts on 
page 3-84 of the EIS that the timber industry generates a relatively small percentage of the area's total income 
Although the EIS does estimate the changes in total area income for each alternative, it does not break income 
changes down by industry, and therefore does not glve the estimated changes in revenue caused by the 
difterent logging activities contained in the aiternatives 

Income was estimated by alternative using an InpWOuiput modal known as IMPLAN The information displayed 
on page 3-84 of the DEIS is an aggregation of over250 industries within the 19 county impact area The IMPLAN 
model does estimate income for each of these sectors but it was not displayed in the DEIS R is not clear how 
this addnional information would better display the changes in revenue caused by difterent logging activnies 
by alternative than the information presently shown. 
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Letter 3946 

Response 

ADEQUACYOF 

Letter 16 

Letter 1546 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 2824 

Response 

There should be a clearstatamentof current FS standards foreconomlc evalualion stated In the ElS andtor Plan. 
LMe in the Plan or EIS makes clear to the reader what these standards are or how the development ofthe Plan 
relate to 1h-e standards. Even though the economic analysis in the EIS is scant, lt shows that no Hmber 
program has recelpb greaterthan the costs, usingTSPlRS methodology. (Figure 24) lftlmber is to be haN0sted 
for purposes other than timber values, the analysis should clearly show lhat the benefits of timber halvesting 
for those other purposes exceed the cost Such a program should be administered by the program for which 
the hawesting Is conducted. The costs of any such program should be charged to the relevant functional group, 
such as wildlHe, watershed, landscape architecture, or engineering. 

The Forest Is in compliance wHh all regulations stated in 38 CFR 219 concerning economic analysis in the FElS 
and Forest Plan. At present there is no national policy on how to address 'Below CostTlmber Sales' in the FEW 
and Forest Plan. It would therefore be inappropriate to define Forest Sewlce standards at this the.  However the 
Forest has responded l o  this issue in many ways. A few examples are the following. 1) In the formulation of 
alternatives the high quallty timbersltes were allocated tothe most economically efficlent management prescrip 
tlons based on the theme ofthe alternal~e. 2) In estimating dfeclli by anernative projected net revenue, wildlife 
benefits from timber sales, and marginal timber and wildlife benefits from timber sales are dlsplayed by 
alternatlve For more information see the process record 'Addressing Issues and Concerns in the Revision of 
the Land and Resource Management Plan forthe George Washington National Forest". Chapter 2 of the Revised 
Plan, under 'ISSUE 2 - BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES describes how thls lasue was addressed by the 
preferred anernative. 

~ THE REVISION Omisnlons, Discrepancies 

Usually there are three or four very dtfferent sets of management prescriptions possible under the rubric of a 
general number lt is necessary to map these subareas as soon as possible so the public can review and 
comment on these maps We want to emphasize that this informatlon needs to be made available for public 
comment during the draft stage, not just for the final plan 

The agency dld not provide a rahonale for why some a b  were rejected and why AR 6 was preferred. It would 
be nice d the FS ranked the a b ,  or narrowed them down l o  those which were more realistic, again with an 
explanation for the ranking Which all came in second? 

Very M e  opportunlty to work wiih actual maps showing breakdown of Management Areas into subgroups 
which display far more critical management aspects than what has previously been available. 

This rationale is provided In the record of decision for the FEE 

On January 11, 1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing subareas of each management 
area We requestad that these be made available for public comment dunng the draft stage. We have not 
received a map for review Aner these maps are distributed. we request a reasonable time to review and 
comment 

The actual location of management area prescriptions requires a mapping exercise similar to 'ground truthing'. 
Certain management area prescriptions (those involving acres suitable for timber production) require some 
interpretation based on the FORPLAN solution for any aiternative At the timethe DElS was issued, this exercise 
had not been undertaken Normally in land and resource management planning, such an exercise is only 
undertaken for the alternative selected as the Revised Plan 

Based on this comment and similar verbal requests from the public and the District Rangers, a series of 
quad-sized overlays were prepared lhat displayed a 'preliminary' allocation of management area prescriptions 
These overlays were available for public inspection and review at each of the district open houses during the 
comment period for the Draft Revised Plan and DEB 

The ID Team found that only a few knowledgeable individuals or organizatlons were able to effectively review 
and comment on this detail of information A major commitment of time and effort is required l o  comprehend 
and effectively review the management area prescription allocations Generally, only those individuals who 
have activelv DarliciDated in the revision process can be effective at this detailed level of land and resource . .  
management planning 
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Letter E2 

Response 

Letter E7 

Response 

Letter 92 

Response 

Letter 1 Ow 

Getter I 060 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3689 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3951 

Response 

The type and mount  of maps to public display depends on the nature of the adron. public issues, and the 
scope of the anticipated ections affected by the declsion to be made NEPA (40 CFR 1500 4) states that 
agencies should emphasize portions of an EIS that are useful to declsion makers and the public and reduce 
emphasis on background material. 

On page 2-154 of the Plan, the term 'overmature' Is used Wa looked for a glossaty in which thls term might be 
defined. but none could be found. We suggest addttmn of a glossarj 

The glossety at the end of the draft environmental impact statement is intended to serve both documents 
'Overmature' has been replaced with *mature ' See glossary for definltion 

The bar graphs should be enlarged to make them more readable. 

The bar graphs have been enlarged in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

EIS Glossety. Page 1 -Add Administrative Purposes This term needs to be defined expllcrtly 

The term administrative purposes is now defined in the glossary 

The Council first requests correction of e signticant error in the draft plan's description of the Forest Service 
mission We are disturbed by the description in the first few pages of the Draft Pian (Chapter 2, page I), which 
incorrectly states The Forest, wtth Its roots in the early years of the conservation movement in the U S I  was 
chartered specdically for the protection of watersheds.' This incomplete statement misrepresents the original 
purpose of the national forest to the public 

The 1897 Organic Act specifically, described for the following mission' 'No national forest shall be established, 
except to improve and protect the forest within the boundaries, or for the purpose of securing favorable 
conditions of water flows, and to furnish a continuous supply of timber for the use and necessities of cltizens 
ofthe Unlted States.. (emphasisadded). These purposes were reaffirmed by Congress in IS50 when it declared 
that the purposes of the Mukiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act were 'supplementel to, but not in derogation of, the 
purposes for which the national forests were established as sat forth in section 475 of lhis tttle' (16 U.S.C 
Section 528) The MuHipie-Use Sustainedzlield Act declared that nahonai forests 'shall be administered for 
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildllfe and fish purposes.' 

National Forests were chartered to protect water and to supply timber You should not mlsieed the public by 
printing half truths. 

To paraphrase the 1887 Organic Act, the Forest should first and foremost provide favorable condttions for 
waterflow and furnish a continucus supply of timber 

The reasons for the establishment of the National Forests, including the George Washington National Forest, 
were for watershed protection and supplying timber and not lust watershed protection aslhe author of the Draft 
documents would have you believe 

These National Forests were established for both watershed and timber management not just watershed 
protection as wrltten in the Draft Plan 

The statement in Chapter 2, page 1, of the Dran Revised Plan is correct Although the authorrty to cut timber (the 
Organic Adof  tm7) wasinpiacewhentheForestwaschattered (1918),timberwas notadrlvingforce behind 
the creation of the Forest From The Lands Nobody Wanted' by Shands and Healy' ' Lend for these forests, 
which would later be combined to form the George Washington National Forest, was acquired by the authorrty 
of the Weeks A d  in order to be considered, the land had to have a direct impact on a watershed ' And, 
paraphrased from 'Impacts of National Forests on the Forest Resources of the South' by Young and Mustien 
This damage to the watersheds led to the creation of the Act of March 1, 191 1 - most commonly known as the 
Weeks Act This act helped solve two problems It allowed lend which was under private ownership to be 
purchased by the government, k also gave the government the authortly to acquire land specdicaily for the 
purpose of watershed protection Paraphrased from page 30, 'Origins of the National Forests' edited by Seen 
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The fiml Weeks Law forest was established In 1916 Through 1923, ten more forests were established all 
justdied on their value as protectors of water flows In 1924. the Clarke McNary Act added Yhe production of 
timbef as a purpose for forest acquisition, thus permming the purchase of land beyond the headwaters of 
navigable streams 

Letter 1546 

Response 

lt would have been helpful If you provided references not only to outside sources when you don't wish to enter 
into detailed explanations, but to also provide cross-references to other parts of the document which refer to 
similar or related topics, or which more thoroughly discuss a topic which is only casually mentioned In the 
section at hand Nothing In the EIS was referenced 

An index that lists key words and their locations In the text is an aid in tracking topics through lengthy 
documents The Index In the DElS was incomplete The index Included In our final documents should be more 
useful 

Letter 82 

Response 

The numbers in Figure 2-38, which show the percentage change in SPNM acres, do not agree wlth Table 3.3, 
particularly for aiternatives 8 and 14 

The numbers in DEIS Table 3-3 (page 319) are correct, in DElS Figure 2-38 (page 2-53), change percentages 
for Aiternatives 8 and 14 to agree wdh Table 3-3 

Letter 1546 

Response 

Much of the terminology was techn caI and offered wdhout any explanation. and acronyms for recreational use 
especially confusing SPNM, for example Another dlfficuhy was understsnding what was meant by your Visual 
Mgt terms Many technical terms are used wlthout oxplanetion A short dofindion, or some background 
paragraphs on nutrient recycling, tho rationale behind using large woody debris lo  Improve lish habltat in 
streams, or the dlfferent types of timber halvesting would be very holpful 

Glossary entries were at a bare minimum in the drafl documants Recroation terminology was explained in 
Appenda G of the DEIS visual management terms were not defined but have been added l o  the glossary and 
to the text of the final documents Ndrient cycling and timber harvest types are in the glossaw The rationale 
for use of large woody dobris is in the h a 1  glossary. 

Letter 1546 

Response 

There was some unnecessary duplication Some sections could have been condensed, e.g., during the gypsy 
moth discussion the effecls were broken down according to the dlfferent dominant forest types present in the 
mgi area Perhaps only the effects which dlffered signdicantly from forest type to forest type could have been 
discussed. or some of the types such as whde oak and red oak could have been combined and discussed as 
a group where effects from the moth were similar 

We've attempted to minimize duplication, but some duplication is necessary to meet legal requirements and to 
make the documents readable 

Letter 1546 

Response 

Charts and Mgi Standards would have been more helpful d, instead of being grouped all together in one area 
ofthe document, they were distributed in thetext in the sections where they would be relevant to the discussion 

We assume this comment refers to DElS Chapters 2 and 3. The intent of Chapter 2 of the DElS Is to display 
comparisons, each alternative with the others, in a variety of aspects. We feel a comparison 1s more sharply 
defined by the format in DEIS Chapters 2 and 3 than d grouped' comparison by narrative, by acres allocated 
to each management area. by the measurable dlfferences in effects on the environment d implemented 

Letter 2665 

Response 

The glossary mlsdefines terms by giving sclentdic terms with common meanings definitionsthat are sclentdlcal- 
ly and ecologlcslly Incorrect: this document is a misrepresentation of sclentdic, blologlcal and ecological realrty 
and therefore cannot be applied to a 'natural' system which a forest ecosystem is. 

The Forest was directed to produce 'documents more readily understood by the public and agency professlon- 
als than the existing Plan documents' The 'common meanings defindions' are intended for the portion of our 
target audience who would not benefit from definltions that contain still more natural resource terminology We 
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communicate wlth natural resource professionals as well as professionals in other disciplines and wRh lay 
audiences Natural resource professionals do not need the glossary. The glossary Is an attempt to make the 
documents reader-friendly to those outside the natural resource fields R should not be considered a guage of 
the 'sclentdlc, biological, end ecologioal reality' of the documents as a whole 

Letter 3685 The EIS made numerous references to information contained In external documents that were not Included In 
the EIS package Instead of merely clting the source, R would be helpful lo provide a short summary of its 
contents and wndusions This was especially troublesome wdh respect to the explanation of the thirteen 
alternatives 

Early In the process, a decision was made to reference all material that was available-upomrequest by the 
reader. Our goal was to not lengthen an already lengthy document by Including information that Is available 
elsewhere 

Response 

Letter 1546 On page 3 - 9 of the Draft EIS the Service stated that, 'Currently 1,544 ac or 0 146% of the Forest 1s devoted to 
recreation facillties ' What does this mean? Is the area referred to the actual acreage occupied by structures or 
does It include all land affected or disturbed by recreational use? 

The 1,544 acres contain the existing developed recreation areas They include the 'developed' area, includlng 
open space, that contains the recreation developments This acreage does not include any buffers or 'influenu, 
zones' 

Response 

Letter 2665 'Clearcutting is used only alter slte-specdic. project-level analysis has determined that other silvicultural meth- 
ods will not achieve the desired results.' There is no definltion of 'desired resuks' (Plan 2-15) 

Added narrative gives examples of the speciiic desired results being referred to on pege 2-15 of the Draft 
Revised Plan (now found in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan) Seo the glossaly for a general definltion of 'desired 
future condltion.' 

Response 

Letter 78 

Response 

A review of the agencies, organizations, and individuals sent the draft EIS/Plan revealed some omissions. US. 
Fish & Wildliie Se~ice,  US. Park Service. Blue Ridge Parkway, VA Department of Conservation and Recreation, 
VA Natural Herltage, Natural Resources Defense Council, Defenders of Wildlrfe, Conservation Council of 
Virginia, and Cowpasture River Presewetion Association Please review the list for omission of other parties 
which have been active in commenung in the past 

All of these agencies, organizations and individuals were provided wlth copies of the draft documents Chapter 
5 of the FElS has been corrected l o  add the names of these agencies, organizations and individuals 

Letter 500 

Response 

The summaly table 3 in the EIS contains en error on page 13 The line 'Changes in Total Income' is given In 
Billions of Dollars: the line should read Millions of Dollars 

In a letter dated March 11,1992, the Forest Supervisor mailed a correction noticeto everyone receivingthe draft 
documents correcting this error 

Letter 82 

Response 

The Pian states (265) that the North Fork of the Shenandoah River quallfies for Recreational designation 
However, the North Fork of the Shenandoah River is ommed from the list of Recreational rivers on page 2-75 
This discrepancy should be corrected 

There were no 'Lands Sultable forTimber Production' in the corridor ofthe North ForkoftheShenandoah River, 
so It was not included in the text of page 2-75 of the Draft Revised Plan 

Letter 2273 The old FAA beacon and powerline have been abandoned and are now being put up for salvage bidding 3/82 
beacon removed powerline 77 
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Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Letter 16 

Letter 2824 

Letter 17 

Letter 17 

Letter 2824 

Letter 17 

Letter 2824 

Letter 3957 

Response 

The powerllne 1s still In place, but His deenerglzed 

The guidelines for mineral exploration and development are not consistent In some MA desired future condl- 
lions 

The Desired Future Condition of each management area has been re-wrllten so that the standards are consis 
tent 

Plaw Page 24, Paragraph 3. Clarify the meaning of this statement 

The 'Desired Future Condltlon' discussion on pages24 through 2-21 ofthe Draft Revised Plan has been moved 
to a new Chapter 2 entltled 'How the Revised Forest Plan Responds to Your Issues' The thlrd paragraph on 
page 24 of the Dr& Revised Plan has been rewrllten under the discussion of 'ISSUE 9 - RESOURCE 
SUSTAlNABlLilY to stale. 'Wildtlres are suppressed (elther confined, contained or controlled) using the le& 
cost methods commensurate wlth the resource values st risk, the potential for human Injury, the management 
area suppression objectives and the avallabillty of manpower and equipment.' This paragraph represents a 
statement of the national policy on wildfire suppression A specnic determination on each of these factors needs 
to be made by the persons responsible for the suppression of any wildfire Because of the volatile nature and 
potential for injury to persons and property, as well as natural resource values, each wildfire must be individually 
evaluated in a relatively short period of time, following Ignition, by professionals trained lo accomplish this task. 

Because of the theme of the preferred alternative. It Is Important to define and map the old growth areas It no 
definition Is possible at this time, a map of the 130 year (and older) stands should be distributed for public 
comment 

On January 11, 1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing old growth areas, or maps of 
stands 130 years or older We requested that these maps be available for public comment We have not 
received a map for review After these maps are dlstributed, we request a reasonable time to review and 
comment 

The location of OHV routes should be shown on maps. These maps should be distributed for public comment 
before the final plan is issued. 

Areas which contain rare plants andlor animals and which have not been mapped previously In MA 4 should 
be shown on maps These maps should be distributed for public comment before the final plan Is issued. 

On Januaw 13, 1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing the areas containing rare plank 
andlor animals These areas have been identdied as special biological areas We requested that these be made 
avallable for public comment during the draft stage We have not received a map for review After these maps 
are distributed, we request a reasonable time to review and comment 

The location of hikingtrails, horsetralls, and mountain bike trails should beshown on maps These mapsshould 
be distributed for public comment before the final plan is issued. 

On January 13, 1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing the location of hiking trails, horse 
trails, and mountain bike trails We requesled that these be made available for public comment during the draft 
siage We received a copy for review, but the inventory remains tilled wlth errors We have not received a 
corrected map for review After these maps are distributed, we request a reasonable time to review and 
comment 

Distribute maps ofthe locations of suchthlngs as trails and roads for each type of use, wilderness areas, special 
areas, etc , for public comment before you finalize them 

Many of the maps requested were available for review at the Supelvisor's Office Maps wlth Intormation such 
as OHV routes and ROS classes were displayed for public review at public meetings beforethe DEIS was Issued 
and at open houses held during the comment period on the DElS The type and amount of maps to publicly 
display depends on the nature ofthe action, public Issues, end the scope of anticipated actions affected by the 
decision to be made NEPA (40 CFR 1500 4) states that agencies should emphasize portions of an ElSthat are 
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Letter 17 

Letter 2824 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 17 

Letter 2824 

Letter 3840 

Response 

useful to decision makers and the public and reduce emphasis on background material Most Inventory maps 
fail into the category of background material The maps did not need to be distributed for public comment 
because they were not essential in helping the public identify a reasoned choice among the allernatives 
presented in the DEIS Whatwas impatant were the management area aliocations by alternative and these were 
provided on maps for public comment 

The location of open roads, closed roads, and restricted roads should be shown on maps. These maps should 
be distributed for public comment before the final plan is &sued. 

On January 13,1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing the location of open roads, closed 
roads, and restricted roads We requested that these be made available for public comment during the draft 
stage We have received a copy for review, but the inventory remains filled wlth errors We have not recelved 
a corrected map for review. Afier these maw are distributed, we request a reasonable time to review and 
comment 

EIS 3.14 A system road map Is needed showlng the 800 miles open year round, the 250 open seasonally, and 
the 800 closed to public access The roads in Table 3.1 should also be shown Each of these 4 systems should 
be identlfied on the map 

An inventory map of forest roads is needed in the Pian and should be available for public comment All roads 
should be shown, their symbol should represent their cIa58 (A, E. C, D, primdive for OHV), their availability for 
use (open year round or seasonally), and tffor administrative purposed only 

That information is available in database format for review in the Supervisor's mice A map accompanying the 
Revised Plan contains a graphic display of this information 

The location of wild trout streams, put-and-take trout streams, cool water streams, and warm water streams and 
ponds should be shown on maps. These maps should be distributed for public comment before the final pian 
is issued. 

On January 13,1992 we wrote to you asking for circulation of maps showing the location of wild trout streams, 
put-and-take trout streams, cool water streams, and warm water streams and pond. We recelved maps dated 
March 31, 1992, which contained some of this information However, you said this information was unverdied 
We believe verification of this information is important Circulation of these maps to key Individuals and groups 
may assist in verlfication of this inventory data We request that these maps be distributed to key individuals and 
groups for review and comment 

The location of wild trcut streams. put & take trout streams, cool water and warm water streams and ponds 
should be mapped relative to management areas so complete picture is visable to the public. 

The stream inventory map is a sensitive data base shared wlth the Virginia Department of Game and inland 
Fisheries This data, particularly the wild trout stream inventory, is generally not made available to the public 
The inventory is dynamic and being updated continuously and is not a legal document that will determine 
management practices. On the ground, ado-speclfic analysis of streams will dictate management practices. For 
example, lf the inventory lists a stream as cool-water and sde-speclfic analysis finds It to be a wild trout stream 
or potential wild trout stream, the standards for wild trout streams would apply 

Letter 1449 

Response 

DEIS, p 554 As evelything is related to Forest Districts, you need to show them on this map ll was very 
frustrating trying to refer to a map without Districts defined 

The map, which depicts natural gas and oil potential, has been revised in the Minerals section of FElS Chapter 
3 to show Ranger District boundaries 

Letter 3734 When the finel new pian is completed a published study is needed givingthe projected total doilarexpenddure 
and dollar returns of each segment of the pian for the GW National Forest for tax payer review. 
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Response 

Letter 3742 

Response 

Letter 4242 

Response 

As stated In the Revlsed Plan, Chapter 5, two reports will be prepared as part of the moniiorlng program Annual 
reports will summarize monitoring actlviiles, including budget expenddure and return information The five-year 
evaluation report will summarize findings of all long-term monltoring activltles. and Include a comprehensive 
review of Plan Implementation 

Your 3/27/52 OHV map appeared to show only segments on the lands in national forest ownership The 
segments which are on non-national forest lands should also be shown. Obviously, It is necessary to use these 
segments to reach segments on national forest lands. The EIS and Plan do not contain an analysis of why each 
segment should be highlighted for OHV use This is necessaly to show what the environmental Impacts of use 
will be. Under NEPA, these impacts must be analyzed In the Plan dthe decision to designate the routes is made 
there 

We agree that analysis of impacts must occur before a decision Is made No decision 1s being made on the list 
of OHV roads listed in the DEE because they already exlst They were highlighted because they feature a 
challenging driving experience for the public and address the imue on use of four-wheel drNe vehicles. A 
decision to open or close any road to motorized use requires stsspeclflc analysis and disclosure. 

The Forest should begin to consider long-term contingency planning for Influences beyond its boundaries. such 
88 changing regional land patterns and the possible effects of climate change As a minimum practice, 
identdication of these influences on the forest ecosystem is necessary to better Inform the short term decisions 
of the 10 year plan 

Forest Plans are meant to be viable, flexible documents that respond to changing local, regional, national, or 
global oondltions Indeed, during the planning process, the Forest recognlzed some influences outside the 
Forest boundaries that affected the forestk ecosystem. These included acid deposltion and changing owner- 
ship patterns on private land adjacent to the Forest We continue to look ahead to identlfy and prepare for 
influencesthat will affect the Forest For instance, the Forest participates in atwc-prong contingency planning 
effort to minimize the threat of forest fires in the wildlandlurban interface First, contingency planning is 
identifying areas of high risk and preparing indial attack forces Secondly, this planning Is involving cltizens, 
county governments, developen, planners, fire departments and other groups to minimize future 'designs for 
disastef for houses in this interface area 

Letter 82 

Response 

Letter 82 

Response 

Letter a7 

Response 

Letter 92 

The Plan calls forthe development of 23 areas at a relatively primltive level (2-87) However, 24 areas are listed 
This discrepancy should be resolved 

The discrepancy is resolved in the final documents 

Figure 242 in the DEB omttted the numbers associated with the acres allocated to the Roaded Natural ROS 
class. 

Numbers are Included on all bar graphs In the final documents 

The 'Future of the F o r d ,  outlined In Chapter2 of the Plan, should be rewrmen to make clearer the philosophi- 
cal underpinnings for the preferred aiiernative 

The Future of the Forest - now in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan - introduces the principles behind the selection 
of the preferred alternative The remainder of Revised Plan Chapter 3 provides guidelines for applylng the 
principles The environmental impact statement presents the analyses behind the selection of the preferred 
alternative. 

Table 1, Appendix D, page 34 - I suggest you add a total by type found eligible at the bottom of the page (Wild 
= 4 60, Scenic = 58 68, Recreational = 190 27, Total = 253 55) 

1-451 Omlsslons/Dlscrepancl~ 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 



Letter 92 

Response 

Letter 92 

Response 

EIS, Page 3-129, First Paragraph - When I comparethe 342 55 miles of eligible rivers with Table 1 on page 0.34 
I get 253 55 as eligible and 120 64 ineligible for a total of 374 19 miles Table 3-30 also adds to 253 55 Adding 
totals to tables would help point out errors 

Totals have been added to FElS Wild and Scenic Rivers tables. 

Table 2, Appendix D, page 35 - When comparing Table 1 and Table 2 there is an obvious error in length on 
Segment B of the Cowpasture River This, plusthe factthatthe ownership on segments of North Rwer and St. 
Mary's are unknown, makes It impossible to determine how much total NF ownership exists. 

The mileage error will be corrected in the FEE National Forest ownership is enure on Segment E of the North 
River and Segment Aof SI Mary's Other segmentswkh mileagetobedetermined areineligiblefor designation. 

Letter 87 

Response 

Aithough the 0 W LRMP applies only to lands administered by the Forest Service, much useful information 
regarding the management of these lands could be gained from mapping the land use of surrounding non- 
GWNF lands GWNF management should be closely coordinated wlth the management of the Jefferson and the 
Monongahela National Forests, wlth the Blue Ridge Parkway, with the Shenandoah National Park: wlth the U S 
Naval Reservation, wlth any other federal land holdings in the area wlth management of lands administered by 
Virginia and West Virginia agencies such as state parks, state forests, state wildllfe management areas, state 
waysldes and boat launch sltes, and other state properties should be coordinated wrth the management of 
county and municipal perks, water supply reservoirs. and other lands The G W lands should be managed wlth 
attention given to the management of large blocks of land in private ownership such as holdings by timber 
products Industries, by resorts, by camps run for churches, youth organizations, charhbletfraternal organira- 
lions, and for-profrt organizations, farms We suggest mapping the known uses of these lands with the manage 
men1 area numbers closest to the uses 

In formulating Alternative SA, the ID Team considered the adloining management areas on the Monongahela 
and JNerson National Forests and the Blue Ridge Parkway The George Washington National Forest does not 
directly adjoin the Shenandoah National Park The ID Team has also carefully considered suggestions from 
Virginia and West Virginia agencies, County Boards of Supervisors, clty governments and other elected omclals 
and bodies Many of the suggested areas of concern have known locations and were carefully considered In 
allocating lands to ddferent management areas lt is not possible, however, to perform the level of coordination 
suggested by this comment at this time The Forest Service has no information on the ownershlpof most private 
lands Once a Geographic Information System is available wiih such information on a county or regional scale. 
such coordination might be feasible 

Letter 3728 

Response 

The standards for each MA are incomplete and, in some cases at leosl, are inconsistent between subjects and 
deslred future condition Also, the subjects (Aesthetics. Fire. Wildlife, etc ) were not recognized end addressed 
in each MA 

In the Revised Plan Chapter 3, you w.11 find managemont area wrlte ups that contain standards pertinent to that 
management area alone No attempt was made to deal with all subjects (Aeslhetm, Fire, etc.) in all manage- 
ment areas If a subject is missing from a wrlte up, edher lt is coverod by the Common Standards at the end of 
Chapter 3, or the ID Team detormined that directson is not needed. Inconsistencies between subjecls end DFCs 
should be resolved in these f.nal documants 

Letter 3742 

Response 

Letter 87 

The Draft Plan and EiS contained only the description of the management areas used in the Plan The public 
should be given an opportunlty to review all of the management areas so that the DUblic can comment on the 
alternative management prescriptions, which were used for other alternatives. 

Appendix B of the final EIS contains a discussion of the ddferent management area prescriptions used In 
formulating alternatives 

The map for Akernative 5 shows almost all of the for& in MA 17 The €IS text says that some acres are In MA 
14 The acres should be shown on the map or fufiher explanation should be given in the EIS 

Omlsslons/Dlocrapancles 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 

I - 452 



Response 

Letter 3733 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

In the FEIS, Alternative 5 contains no lands allocated to Management Area 14 

We are puzzled by the statement (3-131) The amount of wilderness on the Forest does n d  differ among the 
alternatives.' Ahnative 8 appears to add only three small tracts of wilderness, while Alternative 3 creates an 
exlenslve wilderness system 

The DEIS separated the discussion on existing wilderness (on page 3-13!) from the discussion on roadless 
areas (on pages 365 through 3-i7) The discussion on page 3-13! only dean with existing wilderness. 

EIS Page 9 - Returns lo counties should Include PILT. 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, counties receive funds from the Forest Service 25 Percent Fund and 
Payments-in-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILTj The 'Estimated Change in 25 Percent Fund' in Table 316 is supplemented 
by corresponding changes in PILT Therefore, all of the alternatives should provide the same funding to the 
counties 

In ligM of this fad, a decision has been made to remove the 'Returns to Counties (M$)' In Table 1 (Page 9 of 
the DEIS) from the FEIS. The discussion under 'Money Returned to Counbes' on pages 3-85 and 2-86 of the 
DEB has been supplemented in the FEIS to document this finding 

Letter 42% 

Response 

in your final draft, consider wrlting county-by-county descriptions of GWNF's plans. Such descriptions would 
make access to the GWNF's Plan far easier 

The maps that accompany the Revised Plan and EIS show county boundaries and management area alloca- 
tions. That info affords a plan-level understanding of the types of management allocated, county-by-county 

Letter 2665 

Response 

The interpretive program is totally devoid of forest ecology, conservation biology, island biogeography and 
restoration ecology princlpies. The FS has an educational responsibility and should not be purely an agent of 
misrepresentation 

'Foundations', found in Appendix C, is a collection of proposals for interpretive programs The intent is that this 
will be a dynamic, evolving document in which material is added or deleted as new ideas are presented and 
considered (Pg. Ci2) There will be funher opportunities for public involvement and comment at the project 
level for the various interpretive facillties and programs 

Letter 3779 

Response 

Note that 'water yield' on p. 14 may merely mean runoff in streams that ends up in the Chesapeake and not 
aquifer regeneration. 

Water yield refers to flow leaving the Forest in stream channels Higher yields reflect localized areas of reduced 
evapotranspiration and thus increases in both so11 moisture and streamflow However, differences In water 
yields between alternatives are small. 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 62 

EIS. 3-128,Table329-The 16%figureforAlternative8 does notjibewlththeinformation Comparingthefigure 
on page A 4  of the DRLRMP with the numbers on page 3126 of the DEiS reveals that the percentage is actually 
around 50% -Say so 

The acreage of sultable riparlan area was recalculated in the FElS 

Figure 24 shows projected net revenue from timber sales Figure 2-5 shows wildlife benefits from timber sales 
Figure 2-6 shows the marginal timber and wildlife beneflts attributable to the timber sale program, which 
appears to be the combination of Figures 24 and 2-5 However, the figures do not compute An explanation 
should be given about the relationship of the three Flgures, and adjustments made in numbers U necessary 
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Response 

Letter 990 

Response 

Marginal timber and wildlrle benefits are equal to wiidlrle benefits plus projected net revenue. The numbers are 
in error and are corrected in the FEE 

Alternative 2 should model current management diredon. With respect to even-aged ember harvest methods, 
Alternative 2 does not model current direction As modeled, Anematwe 2 shows no acre8 harvested by 
even-aged methods other than clearcutting. (EIS, p 2-45 1 This does not model current direction Ahernalive 2 
shows only 86 acres per year harvested under uneven-aged management This does not reflect current 
diredon Alternative 2 should be remodeled to reflect current direction 

Alternative 2 Is now modeled based on a four-year average frm 1W1991 of regeneration harvest methods. 
This average is' 83 percent of volume by claarcuning, seed tree and removal, 13 percent moddied shehemood. 
1 percent Westage sheltemood, and 3 percent group selection. 

Letter a m  

Response 

Even though 'even-aged openings can range in size upto 40 acres..: (Pian, 2-1 19,2-176) 'These size limits may 
be exceeded after Wday public notice and review by regional forestet (Plan, 2-176) This means that there 
is no limlt to the size of clearcuk allowed in the OW. 

This allowance in size limltation is provided for in NFMA There would have to be subsiantial justMcation for the 
40 acre limlt to be exceeded Except for salvage sales, which are not subject to size limltetlons or the M) day 
notice, there is lkUe Itkelthood the size i lmMons would ever be exceeded 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Letter 3959 

ResDonse 

Plan. Page2-3, Paragraph 1. Thefirst sentence is preUy presumptuous. Do allvisdorswantlo see an 'unbroken 
forest canopy'??? 

Thank you for bringing this to our attention The sentence has been modified in the Revised Plan. 

[Appendix C, pages G78 and C82 of the DEIS], Lltlle Alleghany Roadless Area 10,130 ac There is a 14,434 
ac. classification as sultabie for timber mgt Something is wrong here 

Thank you for bringing this discrepancy to our attention. The erroneous figure for acres sultabie for timber 
production has been corrected 

Letter 3982 

Response 

I strongly protest the interpretive concept clted in 'Highlands Scenic Tour Forest Managemenr. lt stales, The 
task of managing aforest to benefltboth man and nature isvery difficuk Efforts to utilize some natural resources 
while improving other aspects of the environment are complex and, difficult to achieve. This negabe approach 
to managing resources and multiple use has no place in an organization which has been given this mandate 

The intention was not lo take a negative approach l o  Forest management. The sentence the commenter refers 
l o  has been clardied in Appendix C The fact is that the Forest Service is finding that people need and want a 
wider variety of uses, values, products and condltionsfromthe Forestthan in the past Not everyone agreesthat 
the agency should provide for all of these needs and wants The amount of 'development and wlse use' of the 
renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced against the needs and values which are foregone wlth 
such development 

Letter 2665 

Response 

'Clearcutting may help to preserve oak-componenr (EIS 3 1  06) This statement is refuted in the EIS pg A-26, 
'Research has not reached a stage where there is clear and irrefutable evidence that certain silvicuhural 
practices are beneficial in reducing damage or mortalw to tree species' 

The concern over such a significant impact as gypsy moth canY Walt for clear and irrefutable evidence before 
proceeding wlth an action Based on observations over the past several years. there is a good chance Some 
clearcutting will help to maintain the oak-component 

Letier 3981 EIS 246-Thegraph (figure2-27) doesnotjibewlththenumbersonpgs 2-15and2-16oftheDrafl Plan-6,550 
acres of uneven-aged management, not 600 
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Response The graph Is in error and will be corrected 

Letter 3981 EIS 2-51 - Figures 2-34 and 235 Inaccurately represent the Implementation of Alternative 3 Changes In 
employment due to the vB8t amount of work in restoration ecology activities and Increased recreational 
attractiveness that big wilderness supplies are not included here These economic ramnications of Alt 3 must 
be taken into account and displayed. 

Alternative 3 was not formulated with funding for 'vast amounts of restoration ecology'. One of the advantages 
of thls alternative is that It contains the smallest budget. 

The contention that the 'increased recreational attractiveness that big wilderness supplies' should be included 
in the calculation of socioeconomic affects is not based on any reasonable assumptions. Since the purpose of 
Aiiernative 3 istoo reducathe presence of man in the ecosystem, such an eventualiiy would be contrary to one 
of the major goals of this alternative 

Response 

Letter 3962 Page 2-1, Future of the Forest This section needs to state the philosophy behind the plan. The section on 
biological diversiiy in the Highlights of the Draft Plan needs to be Included in this section of the Plan 

See the Future of the Forest in the final version of the Revised Plan, Chapter 3 Response 

Letter 3981 EIS Page 5- paragraph 1 -The opening sentence is not entirely accurate [Change to] 'Alternative 3 is designed 
to emphasize the conservation of biological diversiiy at all scales Implementation of such a blocentrio goal 
requires changing a number of Forest Service policies and tendencies Some of these policy changes ..' 
EIS Page 5 - paragraph 2 ~ Change 'minimal level of managemenr to 'minimal level of manipulation' 
Aiiernative 3 requires a great deal of management. of the mltigative, restorative, and protective type, not 
manipulative 

E16 2-4, paragraph 1 . Inaccurate, change to 'Alternative 3 is designed to mltigate, nullify and cease human 
disruption of native biodiversiiy. Some policy changes needed to implement this new direction may technically 
lie outside the 'decision space' of the Regional Forester 

EIS. 2-4, paragraph 2 ~ Change 'minimal level of managemenf tomminimal level of manipulation' and strike'and 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3981 

' 

Letter 3981 
SBNiCBS' 

Letter 3981 €IS 398, paragraph 2 - SubstlMe 'disruption' for disturbance Altematlve 3 provides for lots of disturbance - 
due to natural processes Anthropogenic disruption of natural disturbance regimes is, however, minimized 

These changes have been made in the text of the FElS Response 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Definltion of 'desired future condttion' needs clarification. 

The definltion is included in Chapter3 of the Revised Plan, and in the EIS Glossary Desired Future Condttion 
A summary of anticipated Forest physical condttion and biological condition that are the result of the planned 
production of forest products and services for periods of 10 years, 50 years, or beyond, as appropriate. The 
guidelines that determine the desired future condltion of the Forest are set by Forest Service DOIICI~S. federal 
and state laws and regulations, and by Forest Service responses to public issues 

Letter 2942 There is no mention of the book Deciduous Forests of Eastern Nonh America by E Lucy Braun If this book is 
accepted as the leading authoriiy on what was in the forest before our current cuiiure began to change if it 
seems to me Ii should be a major reference for any plan for this forest. 

Braun's work was not referenced directly but much of herwork is recognized indirectly through other references 
especially that of Barnett in 'Regional Silviculture of the US'  

Response 
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Letter 0728 The FS proposes to spend almost nothing to protect and enhance the fisheries resource No other recreational 
activrty has been so Ignored by the Plan The term 'native fisheries resources'should be defined. The definltion 
must include the rainbow and brown trout since these species play such a maior role in providing trout fishing 
opportunrty 

In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mlxture 
of uses, values. products and condltions in the anernalive to serve as the Revised Plan All akernatives give 
protection l o  fisheries resources through standards and other mhgahon measures Economic efhciencies and 
costs of the fisheries program will be considered This recommendation has been considered and the concern 
has been incorporated the concept Into the preferred akernative Stocking and special regulations are not under 
the Forest Service's authorrty but are recommended and set by the VDGlF The Forest Service manages habitat 
under Its authortly and consuns with state biologists on projects affecting fisheries resources. 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 135 

Response 

Letter 1449 

Response 

Timber harvesting methods need to be defined In the plan We need to know what the GWNF call clearcuts, 
shenemood cuts, seed tree cuts, removal cutting, thlnning, and salvage cuts 

The Revised Forest Plan includes definltions of the terms listed by the commenter 

I did not see adequate projections about increased demand upon the wilderness areas because of further 
population growth in the region. and this appears lo  be a deficiency in the EIS 

Population growth is considered in the RPA figures that are used in determining wilderness demand 

Plan, p 13-1. Evaluation of Caves 1) What ratingvaluesdeterminecutoff for Class 1.2,&3? and2) WHO assigns 
the rate values? 

The rating values l o  determine the cave classification will be developed by Forest professionals wlth the 
experience and training necessary to appropriately assign values. These include archaeologists, botanlsth, 
biologists, and hydrologists as a minimum and will include professionals from other appropriate resource areas 
as necessary 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Incomplete inventories of flora and fauna (native) 

The Revised Plan recognizes that resource inventories, especially those related to flora and fauna, are an 
important foundation for planning and management The Forest will continue to include Inventories of biological 
resources among Its ongoing work activlties 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Adopt the following language The FS will coordinate wlth the VDGIF and the WDNR on mgmt plans affecting 
wildlife habltat on the Forest Based on this Plan, the Forest will contribute suggestions and comments 
concerning population objectwes and specillo annual projed plans (PSBE) Wildllfe and fish habltat will be 
managed, in cooperation with the State agencies, to be compatible with the specific Mgmt Areas' 

The specdlc wording in this paragraph is a violation of NFMA. The Forest cannot prepare separate 'manage- 
ment plans' Instead, the Forest Wildllfe Biologist and other professionals will coordinate wlth representathres 
of VDGlF and WVDNR during implementation to ensure that wildlife and fish objectives described under the 
'Desired Future' for any management area are being met by projects 

Tradklonal wildllfe habltat improvement activlties (waterholes, permanent openings, etc ) should be used in the 
discussion of DFC of the Forest rather than considering only newly purchased tracts and small impoundments. 

Wtldlfe habltat improvements that would generally occur Forestwide must be addressed in this section [pages 
2-19 and 22-20 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan ] 

All other MA's (except Management Areas 8,14,15 and 16) have some effect on wildlde resources and should 
be addressed in this wildlife] section of the Plan 
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Response Chapter 2 of the Revised Pian under 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANIPULATION', the subheading 'Featured 
Species', discusses wildide habhat management for Management Areaa 5, 6, 8.9, 12, 13. 14, 15, 16,17,18,21 
and 22 The following statement concludes the discussion under this subheading. 'Many diiferent habltat 
management praotices to benefn both game and non-game species are utilized to improve habitats throughout 
the Forest' 

L&er 3728 

Response 

This Pian does not address hunting and associated wildlde activities in proportion to the role played by these 
forest uses. 

Hunting on this Forest is documented l o  equal just under 44% of the recreational use Large portions of the 
Forest are managed l o  maximize hunting values, specdically Management Areas 14, 15, 16 and 22. 

Lener 3770 

Response 

Letter 82 

Response 

Furbearer mgi. or trapping as a use of the Forest is not mentioned This is somewhat of a surprlse, especially 
since you generate revenue by selling a special stemp to hunt, fish and irap on NF System lands In VA. I suggest 
that the plan be modified to include furbearer mgi and trapping in appropriate seclions. 

Hunting, fishing and trapping regulations are set by the VGiF The Forest will follow VDGiF trapping reguiabons 
impacts to wildide populations are addressed in the 'Wiidide' effects seotlon of Chapter 3 of the FEE 

In addition to showing the carrying capacity of the forest for deer, bear, and turkey (DEIS Table 2-22), the EIS 
should include numbers of deer, bear, and turkey estimated to exist on the forest if substantial dtfferences 
between actual numbers of animals and the habltat carrying capacily are found, the EIS should explain why 
addnionai investments in improving habltal should be made. 

The FEiS displays 'carrying capaclty' since this faotor represents the e that is being provided by each 
ahernalive. The actual number of animals on the Forest depends on a number of faotors besides carrying 
capacity. Many of these factors, such as huniing pressure, are outside the control of the Fore& Service. The 
Forest will cooperate with VDGiF and WVDNRto ensure thatthe appropriate amount of habnat is being provided 
during implementation of the Revised Pian. 

Leiier 3981 

Response 

Pian. How were the standards in 102428 determined? Where in the EIS are the ecological, economic, and social 
crlteria uselo come up wlth these figures? Where is this subieot of age classes of trees and forest fragmentation 
dlscussed in the LRMR 

Standards 1024 - 1028 in the Drafl Revised Pian were some of the standards used to achieve management 
requirements. In the Revised Pian, these standards have been removed. Instead, the ID Team is ensuring that 
viable populations of management indlcator species are being provided through specific monitoring *ems in 
Chapter 5 of the Revised Pian The analysis supporting the maintenance of viable populations is contained in 
Appendix J. 

Fragmentation is discussed in Chapter 2 of the Revised Pian under 'ISSUE 1 - BiODNERSiTr. 

The age class of trees is a concern on lands suitable for timber production Each management area in Chapter 
3 of the Revised Plan containing lands sultable for timber production contains standards controlling the rotation 
ages of stands, aswall asthe size and dispersion of even-aged openings These standards controlthe age class 
of stands and their relative distribution 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS. Page 13 - Percent of Demand for big game hunting is totally skewed -since when does 'demand' equal 
io carrying capacily 

The'carrying oapaclty' displayed inTabie2 ofthe Summary ofthe FElS isan indication ofthe habitatcapabiiily. 
It is not a measurement of the demand for the species. 

Letter 1449 DEB. p 3.64. Last paragraph I do not understand this paragraph Confusion in using. mineral resources, 
natural gas resource and gas producible Whole paragraph seems poorly written. 
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Response The entire disclosure of environmental effects associated wnh leasing oil and natural gas in the Alleghany Front 
Lame Area has been rewrllten in the FElS 

Letter Mi3 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

DEIS, Table 3 shows 530,886 ac of sultable timber land for A i t  8 The Revised Plan, Table 2-6 shows only 
259,036 ac BS sukable 

In DEIS Table 3, the heading 'Surtable Timberland' should be 'Acres that may be Considered for insecticide 
Treatment ' 

Ail mention of open roads should say open system roads. 

Unless stated otherwise, when Forest roads are discussed in the Revised Plan, the reference isto roads that are 
part of the ForeatTransportation Inventory System. Olherlypes of roads are temporary roads and roads under 
other jurisdlctlons, such as state roads 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Letter 2523 

Response 

LeUer 3742 

'TIMBER' [is] not menboned in the table of contenis forthe E I S document Is the F.S y l n g  to avert attention 
from a controversial area? 

'TIMBERING' and 'LOGGING' should be listed in the table of contents. rts omission misleads the 'cesual forest 
user' and thus 'effects the human environmenr 

In the FEIS, a TIMBER section is added to Chapter 3, the Affected Environment 

Definitions lacking: old growth, nparian areas, clearcutting vs sheiterwood and moddied shelterwood and seed 
tree and overstory removal. WE DO NOT NEED fabricated forest gap dynamics 

See GLOSSARY in the FEiS 

Far more philosophical framework for Alternative #8 is contained In the 'Highlights' booklet on page 2 under 
blodiverslty than in the 'Draff ovetview. This framework is crltical to the Alternative #8 theme and should be 
reproduced and further strengthened so the real intent of biological value recognltion and protection and 
biodiverslty 1s understood and lt is obvious how the rest of the plan should follow and flt into it 

The section is rewritten in the final documents. 

Cultural Resources ~ There are no identffied signdicant archaeological sites in Big Schloss Several small lrthic 
scatters of transient campsltes have been discovered during general cultural inventories of Big Schlosa 
Southern Massanulten Roadless Area Appendu C 

The meaning of this comment is not clear. It merely restates the information contained in Appendix C of the 
DEIS. 

The plan fails to consider the recently passed legislation calling for development of motorized trails on public 
lands By overly restricting the area dedicated to motorized trails, the plan ignores a congressional mandate. 

We are unaware of any recently passed legislation calling for development of motorized trails 

Alternative 8 shows approximately 584 acres in MA I8A This appears to be an error The correct number is in 
the neighborhood of 4wo acres Alternatives 6 end 7 give contradictory numbersforthe acres in MA 19A, 196, 
and 36 These errors should be corrected 

OmlssIons/Dlncrepsncies 
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Response The numbers have been corrected in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

Letters 18, 22, 24,25, 26, 27. 2629. 30.31. 3Z33.34. 37.39, 41.42, 43,44 
Effects of non-natives (weedy/exotics) on forest ecology not addressed 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3981 

Response 

Letter 81 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 990 

Response 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

The Forest Selvice recognizes the eflects of 'biological pollution' spedically the introduction, establishment, 
and spread of plant and animal species which were introduced to this region wlthin the recent past and are now 
considered pests These exotic species. now naturalized, are an unfortunate component of the ecosystem. 

We caution the FS in the creation of ROS subclasses. in that they are not available in the ROS handbook Their 
definltions, including permmed mgmt activities, should be clearly slated to avoid misinterpretations of these 
subclasses at e later date 

The R O S  Handbook allows for subclass development Appendk 0 in the FEIS contains ROS definitions. 

EIS. 2-53 - Figures 2-37 and 2-38 don't jibe wlth information on pg A-16 ~ SPNM listed as 159,525 acres at 
present, and 250,978 acres in the 'old' Plan These graphs show 132.106 acres, and a 24.3% increase 

The correct figures will be used In the final document 

EIS 322, paragraph 1 . Driving for pleasure Is not limlted to just these roads Under Alt 3, FDR roads remain 
open. Say so 

An FDR Is e federal road Driving for pleasure may occur on federal roads that remain open 

'Each management area prescription contains an assumed (emphasis theirs) mixture of either even-aged or 
uneven-aged timber halvest cutting methods' (EIS, A-Xl) Note that MA 17 is totally even-aged 

Management Area 17 now contains some lands meeting the criteria for uneven-aged management. 

The description of MA 17 states, 'Addltional costsfor improvements to other resources are not acceptable lithe 
improvements are to be paid for by the timber program.' This provislon is beyond the scope of the LRMP 

This Statement has been deleted 

Nothing that addresses the incidences of fauity, inadequate records (presently) under NEPA rags such as 
regeneration (species) occurring near Signal Corps Knob and east of FDR 396 

The regeneration records for this area properly portray the sduation on the ground. 

I cannot find a Forest Standard for timbering on slopes in the Plan There should be one in all areas sultsble 
for timber production similar to #368, and the standard should Include both even-aged and uneven-aged 
cutting methods 

The following Common Standard in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan under 'SOIL AND WATER' is meant to 
address this concern' 

'Project plans and their environmental analyses which plan to conventionally halvest timber recognize 
and specifically analyze conditions and situations where soil productivity may be impaired long term 
These conditions ere listed as  soils less than x )  inches to bedrock, extremely atony surfaces, and 
condltions established by the soli inventory where K-value (soil erodability factor) and continuous slope 
Indicates the T-Factor (allowable soil loss) is exceeded.' 
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This standard must be met when any regeneration harvest method 1s selected during implementation of the 
Revised Plan 

ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION No1 Responsive l o  Public Opinion 

Letter 179 

Lener 

Response 

Lener 3921 

Response 

Letter 4043 

Lener 4043 

Response 

The West Virginia Off-Highway Vehicle Association (WVOHVA) wishes to request that an addltional public 
meeting be scheduled in Pendleion or Hardy County, West Virginia to satisty the regulatory requirement The 
agency Is required to 'hold or sponsor public hearings or public meetings whenever appropriate' when there 
is 'substantial interest In holding the hearing' 

We were shocked to learn that your schedule for public meetings for input and reaction to the Drafl Revised 
Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest did not include a West 
Virginia location We would urge you to schedule a public meeting In West Virginia Far distant and inconvenient 
meeting locations do not meet the spirlt of 40 CFR 1506 6 (a) end (c) 

Although the ID Team believes that the CEQ Regulations should not be defined so narrowly, the Forest decided 
that It would be appropriate to hold two 'open houses' in Pendleion and Hardy Counties (Reference Appenda 
A of the FElS) 

You have made progress in establishing dialogue with your constltuents Selection of Alternative 0 a8 the 
preferred alternative reflects commltment to those publics which have committed time and energy to build a 
plan with you 

The FElS has Identified Alternative 0A as the Forest Service preferred alternative. This alternative was formulated 
to respond to suggestions and concerns made about Alternative 0 

Appendix B discusses the constraints set for the size of created openings and dispersion. The DEB states that 
the constraints insure that individual cuts created by application of even-aged silviculture will conform to the 
Regional Guide direction on dispersion of openings and maximum size limlts for areas to be cut in one harvest 
operation. The constreint helps llmitthe size of timber harvest units and also limits clearcut timber harvest sizes 
in certain wildllfe and recreation prescriptions Exceptions are not modeled in FORPLAN. This requirementl 
constraint is preset for all alternatives The DElS leaves no room for discussion of the Issue By setting the 
constraint wlthoutassessing alternatives, the Forest Selvicefaiisto consider ell possible management practices. 
The public is not participating in a key element of the Forest Plan 

Another example ofthe arbltrary use of minimum management requirements is the constraint that of all the acres 
in the Forest, no more than 11% can be in 0-1 0 year age class (OPEN) for hardwoods and 17% for pines under 
TMBEAM, BWSTIM, and MOTEAM prescriptions The stated purpose for setting this oonstraint is simply 
'Minimum Management Requirement for dispersion ' Dispersion Iimlts the size and separation of timber halvest 
openings and limlts the acreage that can be cut in a defined geographic area Dispersion results in faster 
elimination of old growth forests because, although harvest is dispersed, more acres are needed to yield the 
same volume The dispersion limit forthis DEE requiresthat. for EACH alternative. no morethan 11 % of thetotal 
acreage (whether or not sultable for timber production) of the Forest can be in the 0-10 year age 01888 for 
hardwoods The dispersion objective can have a great negative effect on timber produciion, yeithe Issue Is not 
open to public participation Dispersal of harvestunitsfalls underthe multiplsuse objectivesof each alternative 
By setting arbltraly constraints across the board for all alternatives, the Forest Service effectlvely vio1ates the 
NFMA provisions that require public participation in the development of forest plans 

As discussed in the process paper lncorporabon of the NFMA Requirements for Even-Aged Management into 
the Revision of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington Nabonal Forest, the 
Regional Guide for the South provides speclfic direction on the maximum size. dispersion and duration of 
even-aged openings needed to comply wlth the requirements in Section 6(g)(3)(F) of NMFA and 36 CFR 
219 27(@ of the NFMA Regulations The ID Team formulated Standards 1005 thru 101 4 in the Drafl Revised Plan 
to meet the NFMA requirements for maximum size, dispersion and duration of even-aged openings Some of 
the manaaement areas boeciallv Manaaement Areas 14. 15 and 161 reauire smaller ooeninas and wider - . .  - . .  . -  
dispersion 
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Letter 1153 

Letter 1275 

Letter 1292 

Letter 3861 

Response 

Timber harvesting can be more concentrated through the use of uneven-aged management regeneration 
harvest methods which essentially have no dispersion requirements Also, most of the requests for less 
dispersion of harvesting (usually in the form of 'no new roads) also favor a higher percentage of uneven-aged 
management. Rather than formulate akernatives that contain moddicaUons of the management requirements, 
increased use of uneven-aged managementtimber halvest cutlrng methods was a more effective solution to this 
concern. 

The new plan clearly reflects the Forest Service's altempt to exclude citizen Input 

The revised draft contains language that would virtually eilminate the process of public participation Any 
language that would lessen public participation must be eliminated from the pian 

I am aware that the new plan seeks to exclude public participation All such language must be eliminated from 
the plan. 

Considered in the light of the Forest Service's proposed changes to the National Environmental Policy Act, An 
8 seems to confirm the apparent desire of the Forest Selvice to restrict citizen (taxpayerlowner) input into the 
management of our National Forests by keeping the majorlty of Its operations hidden from ail but a vely few 
diligent taxpayers who would monltor the Forest operations closely under the Freedom of information Act. That 
position Is not permissible in a free Society1 

There is no language in the Draft Revised Pian that would eliminate or exclude public involvement Indeed, 
Chapter 5 of the Revised Plan states The public will have opportunities to be involved in decisions about 
specrfic projects ' 

Letter 14 

Letter 35 

Letter 4256 

Response 

Please reject the phony, surrogate issues such as biological diverslty, habltat fragmentation, and wildlde 
corridors. 

Reject the phony issues of biological diversity, habitat fragmentation and wildlife corridors inherent In special 
area designations 

Reject the phony surrogate issues such as biological diverslty, habltat fragmentation and wildllfe corridors 

The issues of biological diversity, habitat fragmentation and wildllfe corridors are legltimate, albelt there 1s a 
good deal cf disagreement over the appropriate response. 

Letter I I 63 

Response 

Why was wildllfe habltatlmgt. not listed under the issues guiding development of the plan? 

There were several ddferent wildlife related issues and the public (as with many issues) had a wide range of 
opinions for 'wildlde mgmt' Therefore, wildlde and associated issues were addressed under 'ISSUE 1 - 
BIODIVERSITY. 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANIPULATION'. and 'ISSUE 13 - THE MIX OF GOODS AND 
SERVICES' 

Letter 4043 

Letter 4043 

Response 

The RPNNFMA do not set minimum management requirements The Forest Selvice has interpreted regulation 
36 C F R Section 219 27 as authorlty for setting minimum management requirements that act as a common 
constraint on all forest plan alternatives, By setting those inflexible baseline oondltions for ALL forest plans 
wlthout inviting public participation, the Forest Service violates the letter and the spirlt of the NFMA 

The DElS for the George Washlngton National Forest, Appendix B, The Analysis Process, outlines the con- 
straints common to all aiternatives, as well as constraints associated with each alternative. The public does not 
participate in setting the minimum management requirements for the Forest Plan The MMR's are Imposed in 
all alternatives and override the attainment of other muniple-use ObjectNes, thereby violating the NFMA. 

The management requirements included in the NFMA Regulations (36 CFR 219 27) contain most of the 
substantive requirements from the National Forest Management Act The process paper Management Require 
men& details the relationship of these regulations with the law 
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The standards forming the management requirements are the minlmum requirements needed to comply wrlh 
NFMA For this reason. all aiternatwes AT LEAST comply wdh management requirements Most alternatwes 
include more stringent standards which are consistent wrlh the Objectwes of those alternatives 

The ID Team has the latiiude to formulate one or more aiternatlves that explore less stringent standards or even 
require a change in the regulations or the law d neededto respond tothe issues In analyzlngthe thirteen Issues, 
a need to formulate an anernatwe which varied the management requirements was not ldentdied. 

The public was afforded an opportundy to review and comment on process papers during the revision Such 
an opportundy was given forthe process paperManagemenfReqmentS as well as other process papers that 
include a more in-depth analysis of the rationale leading to the identhoation of the standards used to comply 
with the management requirements A number of individuals and organaations took advantage of this ODDO~~U- 

ndy and requested copies of these papers 

The public has also been afforded an opportundy to review and comment on the standards during the review 
of the Drafl Revised Plan and DEE This comment is one example of such an opportunity 

Letter 134 

Response 

Public mandates are not reflected In the preferred aiternatwe treatment 

The term 'public mandate' is a misnomer in this context Any such mandates are in the form of federal laws, 
direction from the administration (execuiwe orders), or Department of Agricukure policy The fact that some 
members of the public disagree wlth the defined agency mission does NOT constiiute a public mandate 

Letter 138 

Response 

Letter 2665 

ResDonse 

Letter 3728 

Response 

In the plan development process, a proposal was made to develop trails parallel to existing roads forming 
corridon for motorized recreation with minimal impact on roadless areas This proposal was ignored in the 
selected plan 

The parallel trail concept has been incorporated into reformulated versions of Aiiernatwes 4, 5. and 12 in the 
FElS One of these alternatives could be selected by the Regional Forester to s e w  as the Revised Pian if It is 
identlfied as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

The ecological concepts that drive Alternative #3 are totally missing from the preferred aiternatwe: Alternative 
X3 is the only alternative approach that has been totally ignored by the preferred akernaiwe This approach is 
essential to a healthy forest ecosystem that is truly dedicated io protection of natural native biological diversdy 
It is Important that the concepts presented in AlternatNe #3 are incorporated into the final plan 

Alternatives 3 and 8A are significantly dderent. Throughout the FEE these differences are compared. Aiterna- 
tive 8A does protect the biological values of the Forest while still providing for a broad range of multiple use 
activlties Alternative 3 providesfor the maximum attainable amount of unfragmented habltats but severely limlts 
muklple use activlties. Aiternative 8A was selected as the preferred because It protects biological values, and 
provides for a greater amount of multiplcuse activlties Chapters 2 end 3 of the Revised Plan provide more 
detailed information on protecting the Forest's biological values 

The drafl revision must consider wildllfe as one of the major Issues, not just a part of several of the issues. 

The public idenhfied many Issues which were categorlzed for analysis purposes under 13 broad Issue head- 
ings Many ofthe wildllfe issues werevery different in nature Therefore different facets of 'wildllfe' issues appear 
under different headings in Chapter 2 of the Revised Pian The biodiversrty issue umbrella covers habltat 
fragmentation. old growth, riparian areas, threatened, endangered, and sensltwe species, and unique biologl- 
cai values The vegetation manipulation umbrella covers forest management practices and includes the Fea- 
tured Species Issue which relates to wildllfe habltat management, and, in particular, game management 

'Wildlde' was considered a central theme to build on In Draft Revised Plan, The Revised Plan, derived from 
Aiternative EA, provides a well balanced, and strong response to the many facets of 'wildlde' Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Plan describes each management area end Its contribution to 'wildllfe' The accompanying map 
delineates these management ares end their juxtaposltion 
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Letter 3822 I am not cerlain how the U S  Forest Service selected Aiternative 8 but I feel there must have been a flaw in the 
process H the USFS relied on groups or people atiending the public meetings that were held up and down the 
Valley over the past two years, then indeed, the selection process is in error Many people who u8e the forest 
or receive benefrts from It slmply did not have the time to go to these night meetings and make certain their 
views were represented Instead the process favors special Interest groups whose members lives center around 
meetings and planning 

The ldentlficatlon of Alternative 8 as the Forest Service preferred aiternative in the DElS was based on a number 
of factors including Its response to the thirteen public issues, the environmental analysis of alternatives, the 
resource capabildies of the Forest and national and regional Forest Service policies The attendees at the public 
meetings and other individuals. organizations end agencies assisted in clarifying the issues and providing 
Ideas on possible resolution of issues that were incorporated into many akernatives In particular, these people 
helped the ID Team to provide a wider range of alternatives than the Forest Service would have developed in 
a vacuum The concerns and viewpoints of the attendees at these public meetings, however, were not given 
special considerailon in the selection of the Forest Service preferred aiternative In the OElS 

Response 

Letter 3923 

Response 

Restoration was not given 'Issue' status 

Concerns about restoration are included under 'ISSUE 9 - RESOURCE SUSTAINABILW as described in 
Appendix A of the FElS Aiternative 3 provides a strong response to concerns on restoration 

ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION Management Areas/Management Prescrlptlons 

Letters 1C81,1094, 1169, 1310, 1314, 1982.3553, 3827 
Prescription 9, remote highlands, needs to be tightened to protect wild character of its roadless character 

The guidelines for management of remote highlands should be amended to prohlbtt any logging, use by 
motorized vehicles. and game species management 

Make the 'Remote Highland' categoly better protected 

LBtter 3640 

Letter 3744 

Letters 3998, 4012 
PATC urges that the guidelines for Remote Highlands be amended to disallow any logging, use by motorized 
vehicles. and game species enhancement 

Management Area 9 contains two management area prescriptions which could be applied to roadless areas to 
retain their roadless characteristics Management area prescnphon 9A Is used in Alternahves 6,9,11 and 13 
This management area prescription contains standards similar to those applied to roadless areas recommend- 
ed for wilderness study 

Response 

Letter 16 Because of the intermingling of 'sudable' and 'unsurtable' lands, rt will be necessary to cross 'unsultable' lands 
to access 'sultable' areas MA 1 does not allow for the construction of roads, and therefore would prevent the 
accessing of MA 16 or 17 areas which are surrounded by MA 1 lands. This technical problem can be solved by 
creating MA 16 and 17 subclasses which are unsurtablefortimber harvesting but allow for investment to access 
'sultable' lands in MA 16 or 17 These 'unsurtable' subclasses should be mapped and distributed for comment 
as soon as possible 

In the FEE, lands unsultable for timber production in areas mapped as Management Areas 16 and 17 on the 
aiternative maps will be part of Management Areas 16 or 17 and not assigned to Management Area 1. 

Response 

Letter 87 The amount of timber harvesting in MA 10 appears excessive considering the expressed ecologlcal purpose of 
the plan 

In the Revised Plan, Management Area 10 contains no lands sudable for timber production Response 
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Letter 2313 

Response 

My choice. MA-I Alt. 14 8,178 acres 
MA-2 AR 5/12 none 
MA-3 Ah 5/12 8,474 
MA4 An. 5/12 53,299 acres 
MA4 AR 5/12 12,667 acres 
M A 8  AR 5/12 32,269 acres 
MA-7 Alt. 5/12 none 
MA-20 An. 5/12 4,021 acres 
MA-I9 An. 5/12 none 
MA-18 Alt 12 17,031 acres 
MA-I7 Alt. 5 852,804 acres 
MA-I8AR 12 118,251 acres 
MA-15 AR. 5 86,093 acres 
MA-14AR. 12 113,835 acres 
MA-I3 Alt. 5/12 13,378 acres 
MA-12AR. 5/12 1,619 acres 
MA-I1 An 12 86,514 acres 
MA40 An. 5/12 14,337 acres 
MA.9 AR 5 8,414 acres 
MA-5 An. 5/12 none 

This comment appears to be in favor of a modHied version of Akernative 12 which incorporates management 
allocations from Alternatives 5 and 14 from the Draft Environmental impact Statement. Frankly, lt is impossible 
to formulate this recommended alternative The management area acreage adds up lo 1,213,184 acres which 
is more acreage than is on the Forest 

Letter 146 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 4219 

The use of a large number of management areas in the drafl pian is a great Improvement over the use of only 
a few management ereas which covered most of the forest in the discredited 1986 pian. 

Leave MA-17 8s is. Retain the name 'Manage for Timber Production'. 

Leave MA4 as is Retain the name 'Manage Special interest Areas'. 

If Management Areas are grouped into fewer areas, as recommended, then the acres will have lo be adjusted 
for each of the areas 

Leave MA8 as is. Retain the name 'Menage Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas' 

Leave MA-20 as is Retain the name 'Manage for Administrative Shes, Utiilty Corridors. and Communication 
Sites' 

Leave MA4 as is. Retain the name 'Manage the Appalachian Trail' 

Leave MA-10 as 1s Retain the name 'Manage Scenic and Recreation Rivers' 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Management Area 18 Integrated Pest Management 626 - Change to 'Control of insect and disease outbreaks 
may be considered to prevent adverse impacts to the desired future condition of rimrian areas Consultation 
wah appropriate Stale and federal biologists required ' 

Requested wording change is incorporated as stated. 

Standard 1024 states that a1 least 1% of the forest should be mainlainsd as openings. in addition to openings 
cm 0 W N F lands, openings on adjacent private lands should be included in habitat calculations 

Management Amas/Managemeni Prescriptions 
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Response Standard 1024 in the Dratt Revised Plan represented the minimum standard required to maintain viable 
popuiatlons of Common Flicker, one of the management indicator species. The 10 Teem aasumed that no 
special action beyond the maintenance of existing clearings on the Qeorge Washington National Forest would 
be needed to meet this requirement 

Letter 4038 

Response 

ChangeStandard17on page2.28ofthe DraftRevised ForestPiantoread'Forestinsectanddiseaseoutbreaks 
of native pest species will not be controlled except where proposed or li8ted endangered, threatened, or 
sensltive species may be adversely impacted by e gypsy moth outbreak. if control actions are deemed 
neceesary, biological control measures should be considered as the preferred method of control. Qypsy moth 
control efforts often directly or indirectly threaten the existence of rare, E&T, or sensitive species ' 

This suggeaed rewording of Standard 17 in the Draft Revised Pian would be too rearlctlve. The Revised Pian 
permb the use of gypsy moth treatments which are evaluated in the Flnal Envlmnmental Impact Statement - 
Appaiachlan Integrated Pest Management (AIPM) - Qypsy Moth Demonstration Pmject end Final Envlmnmental 
Impact Statement as Supplemented [in] 1 E85 - USDA Qypsy Moth Suppression and Eradication Pmjects 

in Management Area 4, insect and disease outbreaks are not controlled except where proposed, threatened, 
endangered or sensitive species may be adversely impacted. Given that these are special biological areas, 
great concern and regard would be afforded any proposed intervention activity. Adverse impacts of treatments 
against non-target organisms would be considered. The seiection of a method would favor species-specific 
intervention tactics, in the case of gypsy moth thls would be the gypsy moth-spectic virus insecticide, Qypchek. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 852 on page 2-154 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Silvicultural treatments will be 
used to reduce the susceptibility and vulnerability of forest stands ahead of gypsy moth defoliation and to 
maintain the predominant oaWhlckory forest type on which many wildlde species depend.' 

There should not be such a loss of oak that extensive regeneration of all or most oak stands is necessary. 
Standard 852 In the Draft Revised Plan is adequate as written 

Letter 4wB 

Resrronse 

Letter 18 

Letter 72 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Delete Standard 62 on page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 

Standard 62 in the Draft Revised Pian is required by law and by direction from the Chief of the Forest Service 

In areas where trade or purchase is likely to change private to public ownership during the plan period, lt is 
important that the current MA assignment reflect the desired future use. 

isolated tracts which are on the list for trading should be placed in MA 1. 

On the James River RD, Pons Creek and Alleghany quads, it is recommended that Management Area 17 be 
changed to Management Area 1 for those isolated parcels of NFS land east of State Route 18 from Mi. Olivet 
Church north to Boiling Springs because they have no access 

On the James River RD, Callaghan quad, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 1 for the Forest land north of interstate 64, just east of Humpback Bridge because that is what 
this area is in alternative 14. 

On the James River RD. Falling Springs quad, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 1 south of Broad Tree Run to the Jackson River becausathat is what this area is in alternative 
14. 

On the Deerfield RD, McDowell quad, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to Management 
Area 1 for that inaccessible Forest land south of US. Highway #250 and west of State Route #e16 

On the Dry River RD, Rawiey Springs quad, lt IS recommended that Management Area 14 be changed to 
Management Area 1 for that Forest land east of FDR #502 because that is what this area is in elternatwe 14 
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Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 2929 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3875 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

On the Lee RD, Wolf Gap quad, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to Management Area 
1 for that inaccessible land north of State Route #691 and south of State Route #717. 

On the West Virginia portion of the Dty River. Milam quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 15 be 
changed to Management Area 1 from Ant Knob north to the forest boundary because that 1s what this area is 
In alternative 14 

On the Lee RD, Toms Brook and Woodstock quads, It Is recommended that Management Aree 15 be changed 
to Management Area 1 for that choppy Forest land north of Fetzer Gap along Lmle North Mountain because the 
area has low slte indices and that is whet this area is In alternative 14 

On the Lee RD, Wardensville quad, It is recommended that Management Area 16 be changed to Management 
Area 1 for that isolated Forest land between Harness Run and Sine Run 

On the Diy River RD in West Virginia, Palo Alto quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed 
to Management Area 1 for that Inaccessible Forest land just west of Brushy Fork Church. 

On the Deerfield RD, Goshen quad, it Is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to Management 
Area 1 for the inaccessible Forest land lust north of Goshen and we8t of State Route #42. 

The lands classified under Management Area #I have no clear management direction These areas should be 
reclassdied under Management Area #15. 

There should be no management area 1 This is unnecessary and inefficient Distribute these acres to other 
MA's 

This management area [#I] designation of 10 percent of the Forest cannot be justified, especially since 60,OOO 
acres of this area have not been mapped 

I respectrully request that the Management Area 15, from Camp Run, North Branch, North to Hardy Co. line, and 
from the Rockingham Co Va line inthe National Forest in a westerly direction to the prlvate propeny lines ala 
State #7 be included in your Management Area #I.  This particular area that I have referred to now has only 
limrted access on foot and no motorlzed access at all, except across private property k 1s my opinion that this 
area is frequented by the American Bald Eagle as I have seen seven (7) wlthin a radius of two (2) mlles of this 
area 
Remoteness Visitors would be apprex , a thirty (30) minute walk from any motorized travelway. 
Social Encounters it would be unlikely to encounter more than one or two persons wlthln this area 
Visitor Management There ere no on-slte visltor controls present or none wlthln sixteen (16) mlles of this aree, 
(Brandywine). 
Facillties and Slte Management None exist 
Naturalness These lands provide a high degree of naturalness with lmle no evidence of human made changes 
to the environment 
A very high tension power line traverses this erea, However' This does not mean that we should relinquish the 
remaining area to the other whims of men I feel that the foregoing reesons should weigh heavily on the side 
of preservation of this area to at least, Management area #I 

MA 1 [Standard] 2 Include standard 7-770 & 825-831 since prescribed fire may be used. 

Delete the first two paragraphs under Management Area 1 on page 2-23 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan and 
replace wrth the following paragraph This- acre management area contains lends that are too small to 
allow for or benefit from active management Other lends ere either inaccessible or disjunct from the major areas 
of the Forest, making control and management dltficuii The majority of these lands ere considered for exchange 
of lands that are &her 1) desirable inholdings. or 2) needed to access other paris of the forest or 3) provide 
PETS species habltat, or 4) have high recreation value, or 5) ere lands needed to meet management objectives 
in other areas of the Forest Management of these lands is limlted to that needed to protect the public's 
investment ' 

Management Area 1 .Comment Lands allocated tothis management area should only bethose lands that meet 
the above crteria We recommend several of the MA #I lends identified in the Draft Plan be allocated to other 
appropriate management areas (see attached maps submiited wlth these comments) 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Management Area 1 - Under Desired Future Condrtion on page 2-23. add the following second paragraph 
'Cver time the goal is to remove all lands from this Management Area designation, through land exchange or 
assignment to other Management Areas ' 

No lands have been allocated to Management Area 1 in the preferred alternative The ID Team considered 
allocating isolated Ira& wlthout access to Management Area 1. but found that the amount of acreage was 
essentially too small and scattered to justify a separate management area A high percentage of these isolated 
tracts have been identrtied in the Land Adjustment Plan as deslrable for exchange and would be disposed of 
as opportunrties arise Lends unsultable for timber production will be part of Management Areas 7, I O ,  11,13, 
14,1516, and 17 This area Is unsultable on that map See Revised Plan map for distribution of areas of interest 

Letter 2oM) 

Response 

Irecommendthefoliowing redistributionsofacreage MA11 -O,MA17-0,MA16-O,MA15-0, MA2-increase. 
MA 3 - increase, MA 8 - increase to minimum of 263,OW acres, MA 9 - increase. 

No alternative meets all of these requirements. The Forest Service is finding that people need and want a wide 
variety of uses, values. products and condrtions from the Forest The commenter's recommendation effectively 
eliminates management for timber and early suocessional wildlife. Akernative 3 comes closest to meeting the 
commenter's recommendations wrth no acreage being allocated10 management areas 11,15,16 and 17 and 
a large number of acres being allocated to Management Area 8. ii this alternative is Idenidled as the one which 
maximizes net public benefrts, lt will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve as the Revised Plan 

Letter 2366 

Response 

Letter 3942 

Response 

Letters 2334,3684 

Response 

Letter 82 

Response 

Letter 142 

I would like to see MA13 managed for dispersed recreation. As Virginia's population increases, the demand for 
dispersed recreation is mushrooming 

Management Area 13 is managed to emphasize dispersed recreation 

In the prescription for Management Area 13, please make the following changes Standard 510. Change to 
'Prescribed fire may not be used'. Standard 511 Change to 'Suppression of gypsy moth Is not considered'. 
Some of the areas in MA 13 are unspoiled watersheds. spraying chemicals In these areas could alterthe natural 
balance. Standard 519 I would prefer to have all roads closed, but if this is not possible, change third sentence 
to 'Existing system roads may continue to be used'. Standard 522 Change second sentence to 'No salvage of 
dead or dying timber will be done' Standard 523 Change second sentence to 'No addltional wildlrte habltat 
improvements will be permmed'. 

Rather than changing management area prescription 13C. standards comparable to those recommended in this 
comment are included in management area prescription 9A 

MA11 should not permrt recreation use of all-terrain vehicles (ANs) because of inoompatibilliy wrth soil and 
water conservation and other objectives 

Management Area 11 was formulated to emphasize motorized recreation It is inappropriate to modlfy Manage- 
ment Area 11 to prohibltthe use of all-terrain vehicles There is. however, no requirement that Management Area 
I1 be allocated to any paflicuiar part of the George Washington National Forest or wen used at all 

The pian states (265) that segment B of the Jackson River is allocated to Management Area 13 The map for 
the preferred alternative. however, shows that rt is allocated to MA 10. This discrepancy should be resolved 

The map of the Forest Service preferred aiternative has been changed so that the portion of Segment B of the 
Jackson River that lies within Hidden Valley is allocated to Management Area 13 while the remainder is allocated 
lo Management Area 10 

As you are well aware, wilderness advocates strongly believe that Management Area 8, cartying wlth rt a 
recommendation for wilderness status under the Wilderness Act, is the right and deserved classification forthe 
entire Mount Pleasant area of approximately 6,500 acres lt continues to be our preference, beyond question 
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Response 

Letter 142 

Response 

While there are roadless area characteristics in Mount Pleasant which should be protected by eliminating the 
application of inappropriate management practices. another wilderness on the Pedlar Ranger District (beyond 
the three roadiess areas recommended for wilderness study) is not needed during the ten to fdteen years that 
the Revised Plan will be In effect This concern can, however, be revislted in future revlslons of the Forest Pian 

While the specdics of the Management Area 9 prescription are less protective of wilderness quaidies lhan is the 
Wilderness Act of 1964 and they lack tho permanence of wilderness designation underthe Wilderness Act, they 
come nearer to conforming to Wildorness Act status, in the opinion of the V1rgin.a Wilderness Commtlee, than 
any other of tho draft Management Area prescript:ons lt is to be noted that the existing physical and biological 
condltion of the Mount Pleasant area is consistent wlth the objectives of Management Area 9 

Mount Ploasant, Lmle River. Laurel Fork and Big Schloss have been assigned to Manegement Area 21 CSpecial 
Management Areas') in the Revised Plan Management Area 21 provides specdic management direcUon for 
these aroos Management practices will be limlted to those which will not reduce the roadless area values of 
these areas Permissible manogoment practiceswill be applied In a manner that is sensitive to the roadiess area 
volues Mount Pleasant, Llttle River. Laurol Fork and Big Schloss will not, however. be managed SOLELY for 
the prosorvotion of these management area values 

Letter I 42 Lmle River is presently placed In Management Area 13 for the most part, wlth a minor portion near the top in 
Management Area 4 Evelything wrMen above in this letter about Mount Pleasant is equally applicable to the 
Lmle River area For the record, the Virginia Wilderness Commmee recommends that all that part of Lmle River 
presently assigned to Management Area 13 be reclassdied and assigned to Management Area 9 fRemote 
Highlands). that portion presently assigned to Management Area 4 to so remain 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3962 

LHtle River is more appropriate for wilderness status or a MA 9 designation 

MA 13 2-103, Lmle River ~ Desired future condltions On 2-101 you are managing to retain their roadless 
characteristics, yet in future conditions existing roads may be open all year or seasonally The roads should be 
closed to make this a roadless area 

The LMle River Roadless Area has been assignedto ManagementArea21 (Special Management Areas) in the 
Revised Plan. Management Area 21 provides specdic management direction for Lmle River Permissible 
management practices will be applied in a manner that is sensitive to the roadless area values Lktle River will 
not, however, be managed SOLELY for the preservation of these roadless area values 

Response 

I stter 2636 We have received a draft planning paper dated 4/6/92 which shows a revised list of acreage for management 
areas in aiternative 8, with special reference to MAS 1,16, 17, and 18 The changes in all alternatives, Including 
an increase in 50% in MA 16 and 76% In MA 17forAlternative 8, should be brought tothe attention ofthe public 
for addltional comments Moreover, the intermuture of sultable and unsultable lands In MA 16 and MA 17 will 
change the calculation of wildlife habitat These changes should also be brought to the anention of the public 
for further comment 

Response There are limlts to the degree that the public can be actively Involved In the moddications to the Forest Service 
Preferred Alternative between the comment period on the Draft Revised Plan and the completion of the Revised 
Plan There are also limitations on the amount of 'public review' that is elther practical and/or legally acceptable 
wlthout issuing a supplement to the DEE and another Draft Revised Plan 

After the public comments period on the Draft Revised Plan, the ID Team developed management area 
prescriptions for Management Areas 16 and 17 that could be applied to lands unsultable for timber production 
Instead of assigning such lands to Management Area 1 Acreages wlthin the fourteen alternatives considered 
in detail in the FElS were appropriately adjusted 

Any changes in the alternatives between the DEB and the FElS have a probabillty of changing at least soma 
of the Information displayed within these documents It requires a judgement call by the Decidlng Officer (in this 
case the Regional Forester) d the magnltude of changes merlt further public review and scrutiny Based on 
recommendations by the ID Team, the Regional Forester concluded that the magnltude of changes between the 
DEW and FEE did not require further public review 
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Leiler 36w 

Response 

Do not provide for visual restriotions in MA's 14, 15, 16 8 17 

The aesthetic standards in Management Areas 14,15,16 and 17 have been incorporated to comply with NFMA 
and NFMA Regulations These regulations are discussed In Appendix G of the FEIS. 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 18' Fire 640 - Change to. 'Firelines which expose mineral soil are not located within riparian 
areas unless tying Into lakes, streams, or wetlands as firebreaks el designated points.' 

The IDTeam considered a similarly worded standard early in the revision it Is not Included in the Revised Plan 
because the adverse effects of a low intensity Rre In a riparian areas are less than those of the extra firellnes 
needed to comply with the suggested standard 

Management Area 18' Fire 639a - Add the following new standard 'Prescribed fire Is not permitted in riparian 
areas unless done to benellt riparian dependent resources.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered m a )  on page 2-124 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Fire'. 'Prescribed fire is not permmed in riparian areas unless done to bendlt riparian dependent 
resources ' 

Standards, as wrmen, call for special measures to protect water quallty and wetlands. There is a need for 
management flexibillty that is included in the existing standards for Management Area 16 

Management Area 1 5  Fire 564 - Presently, prescribed fire is allowed only on those lands where even-aged 
management is applied and unsumble lands In this management area Prescribed lire should be allowed 
throughout this management area to achieve wildlde objectives 

Prescribed fire is inconsistent wlth the area managed under uneven-aged silvicuitural systems In Management 
Area 15 Standards are Included in the Revised Plan that permlt prescribed fire in the remainder of the 
management area 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 10 [Standard] 329 There are no existing grazing permits along the proposed Scenic Rhlers I would think 
that Scenic Rivers status would be restriclive Leis keep the cows away from the river in the GWNF 

Uses described in Standard 329 do exist along the Shenandoah River and on Cedar Creek This standard is 
to address those uses and require revalidation oftha use upon expiration 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 10 [Standards] 330 8 343 Delete Where no reasonable alternative exists' Addltional or new faclllties 
should be restricted to existing rights-of-way 

Due to the unknown nature of future utillty demands. It Is not possible to totally elimlnate opportunities for new 
corridors 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add a new standard (tentatively numbered 15a) to page 2-28 ofthe Drafl Revised Forest Plan under the heading 
of 'Fire" 'A wildllfe contingency plan should be prepared for each Special Interest Area. Suppression tech- 
niques that can be used to minimize damage to the rare species and natural communities at the site should be 
documented. Actions should be outlined that would minimize risk of catastrophic wildfires ' 

Specdio management area direction for fire will be added to the Fire Management Section of the Fire Manage- 
ment Action Plan as d is developed. This implementation guide provides flexibillty for Incorporating 'special 
condltions' that really cannot be addressed as a standard In the Revised Plan. 
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Letter 4038 Add a new standard (tentatively numbered 15b) to page 2-28 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan undertha heading 
of 'Fire'. The suppression response will be control where Iae. Dubllc safely, public or private properhr is 
threatened ' 

Standard 59 under COMMON STANDARDS is applicable to this management area prescripiion in the Revised 
Plan. 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 16 on page 2-28 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to reed. 'Prescrlbed burning Is encouraged 
to meet the resource management oblectlves for rare species and natural communty management ' 

Standard 16 has not been reworded The existing standard is suflicient. 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 3Ob) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Utillty Corridors' Vegetation wlthin existing utiitly Corridors shall be maintained by means other 
than herbicides.' 

All utilty corridors, which allow herbicide use, are located in Management Area 20 

Change Standard 269 on page 2-63 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Prescribed lire may be used to 
provide habltat for wildlrfe species and create early successional habltat that historically existed 

The recommended change Is Inconsistent with the intent of Management Area 9 The phrase 'create early 
successional habrtat that historically existed' is too open to interpretation The standard remains unchanged 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

~~ ~ ~ 

Delete Standard 156 on page 2-47 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Standard 156 has been combined wlth Standard 124 to apply to all of Management Area 7 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 76c) to page 235 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Utillty Corridors' 'Vegetation wlthin existing utilty corridors shall be maintained by means other 
than herbicides ' 

Utilty Corridors ara allocated to Management Area 20. Technically, there are no utility corridors within Manage 
ment Area 4 There is only one existing utillty corridor that passes through Management Area 4 on the east side 
of Shenandoah Mountain (in habttatfor Cow Knob Salamander) 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered ma) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian under 
the heading 'Utilty Corridors'. 'New powerline, gasoline, communication, or other utilty corridors shall not be 
slted wlthin Special Interest Areas ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 76b) to page 235 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Utilty Corridors' 'New powerline, gas, communication or other utilty corridors shall not be shed 
wlthin Special Interest Areas.' 

The following new standard has been added to Management Area 4 under each categoly of 'Special Interest 
Areas - Biological' 'New utilty corridors are located outside this management area d at all possible ' 

Letter 4038 Standards 827. 828, and 830 on page 2-151 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan COMMENT' Seems veIy 
restrictive. paints all condrtions on the ground wlth e broad brush Wildlife habltat ObJectNes for the manage 
ment areas should determine when and where burning can occur, not ambiguous guidelines generally satfor 
timber management 
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Response Standards 827, 828. 829 and 830 in the Draft Revised Plan were derived from 'Method S p e c k  Management 
Requirements and Mltigation Measures' 2,3,4 and 5 intheFinalEnvimnmeniallmpact Shltementfor Vegeiabon 
Managementh the Appalachian Mounterns Based on discussions wlth the leader of the IDTeam that prepared 
this FEIS, these standards were meant to be applied to lands sunable !or timber production Therefore, 
Standards 64 through 67 are under COMMON STANDARDS in the Revised Plan' 

'On lands sultable !or timber production, underburns in shortleaf, pltch, and table mountain pine stands 
are not done until pines are 10 to 15 feet tall or 3 to 4 inches in diameter at ground level 

On lands sultable for timber production, underburns are not done in commercial pine-hardwood stands, 
and inclusions until hardwood stems reach 5 to 6 Inches In diameter at ground level Only low intenslty, 
dormant season fires wlth flame lengths of 2 feet or le68 are allowed 

On lands sultable for timber production, underburns are not done in commercial hardwood-pine or 
hardwood stands, and inclusions until hardwood stems reach 6to 10 inches in diameter at ground level 
Oniy low intensity, dormant season backing fires wlth flame lengths of 2 feet or lees are allowed 

On lands sultable for timber production, underburns are not done In commercial whlte or Virginia pine 
stands until they have formed a thick. corky bark Only low intensdy. dormant season backing fires with 
flame lengihs of 2 feet or less are allowed. 

When the objectives for a given management area or pad of a management area do NOT include the 
production of commercially valuable tree species or stems, then prescribed burning can be accom- 
plished under broader parameters to meet muitiple use resource objectives ' 

Lener 4038 Standard 770 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. COMMENT Specify level of humiddy, realizing that not much 
burning can be done when really high. The present statement could be interpreted that any level of humlddy 
could stop prescribed burning ' 

Standard 770 in the Draft Revised Plan was derived from 'Method Specdic Management Requlrements and 
Mltigation Measure' 15 in the Final Envimnmenial Impact Statement for Vegeiabon Management in the A p  
palachian Mountsins The Regional Forester decided in the record of decision for that FEIS that each Forest 
could use more restrictive but not 1866 restrictive standards 

This standard should not be interpreted to mean that any level of humidity could stop prescribed burning The 
Forest Prescribed Burning Handbook establishes burning parameters, such as relativa humiddy, that are 
applicable to types of burns 

Response 

Lener 4038 Add a new standard (tentatively numbered 1%) to page 2.28 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan underthe heading 
of 'Fire'. The role of !ire as a natural process in the maintenance of rare species and natural commundy 
occurrences should be evaluated Fire histories should be prepared for individual sites where that information 
will contribute to effective management of the Special Interest Area ' 

As worded, the suggested text is not a standard Instead of rewrlting It as a standard, this paragraph has been 
added to the Desired Future Condltion for 'Special Interest Areas - Biological'. 

Response 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 16 on page 2-28 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Privately held inholdings within 
Special Interest Areas shall be ranked for protection priority Strong protection techniques such as fee-simple 
acquisltion or acquisltion of a consetvation easement should be used Assistance with land acquisitions should 
be sought from prwate consetvation organizations ' 

The Forest annually prepares a proposed funding request for Land Acquisition Rare and Endangered, Threat- 
ened Sensltive rankings are used to request funds The Forest elso uses several private partners on acquisition 
efforts Existlng process satisfies request l o  change standard. 

Response 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered SIC) to page244 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Fire' The role of fire as a natural process In the maintenance of rare species and natural 
community occurrences should be evaluated' 

The suggested wording in this proposed standard has been added to the Desired Future Condition for 'Special 
Interest Areas - Research Natural Areas' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 61 e) to page 244 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Land Exchange and Acquisltion' 'Privately held inholdings wlthin an RNA boundary shall be 
identlfied and prioritized for protection through fee-simple acquisition of a Conservation easement Assistance 
with this acquisition work should be soughi from private consetvation organizations ' 

There are no private inholdings inthe Little Laurel Run Research Natural Area, so this standard is unnecessary 
If other RNAs are established by the Chief and subsequently allocated to this management area prescription, 
this standard could be added at that time 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 544 under 'Prescribed Fire' on page 2-151 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 'Prescribed 
burning is allowed to achieve speclfic wildlife objectives ' 

Standard 544 in the Draff Revised Plan applies to a specific management area H is inappropriate to place this 
standard in Common Standards 

Letter 3939 

Response 

Combine MA-14, MA-15, MA-I6 Rename as 'Emphasize Wildlife Habitat Managemew 

The ID Team worked with wiidllfe biologists of both the West Virginia and Virginia state agencies to develop 
Management Areas 14, 15 and 16 There are distinct drfferences In the desired future oondltions and standards 
that apply to these management areas that would be lost d they were combined 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Loner 4038 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 61 d) to page 3-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Fire' 'Prescribed burning is permmed and often encouraged to meet the resource management 
objectives for rare species and natural community management' 

This new standard has been incorporated into the Revised Pian 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 61 a) l o  page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Fire' The suppression response may be confinement. containment, or control for intensity level 
fires A suppression plan should be prepared that identlfies techniques that would minimize damage to the rare 
species and natural communities Actions should be outlined that would minimize risk of catastrophic wildfires ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 61 b) to page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Fire' 7ha  suppression response will be control where life. public safety, public or prlvate property 
is threatened ' 

Common Standards 820 thru 824 in the Draft Revised Plan contain various wildfire suppression policies that 
may be applied to different management areas The first paragraph under Standards on page 2.34 of the Draft 
Revised Plan incorporated these standards by reference There is no need to repeat them in most management 
area descriptions. thereby greatly increasing the size of the Revised Plan 

The Fire Staff Gificer maintains a Fire Management Action Plan which includes the speclfics of the fire manage- 
ment policy for each management area on the Forest There is no advantage to list the preparation of such an 
implementation guide as a standard In the Revised Plan 
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Letter 171 

Response 

Letter 3726 

Response 

WonY MAS 16 & 17 (that southern sacrdice zone) discredd the philosophy of the Pedlar? 

Akernatbes 3,4,6, 11 and 13 examine a range of management area allocatlons for the Pedlar Ranger District 
which do not include Management Areas 16 or 17 The maps attached to this FEE show the allocation of 
management areas for each alternative See also FEIS, Chapter 2, for the Forestwide acreage in management 
areas by aiternathre The Revised Plan represents a phllosophy of how the Forest, not indlvldual Ranger 
Districts, will be managed. In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rational for selecting 
the appropriate mixture of uses, values, products and services In the akernalive to serve as the Revised Forest 
Pian However, no single factor, such as management area allocations, will lead to this selectlon 

Many MA designations and their proposed boundaries should be changed prior to the Plan's decision 

Management Areas are areas of the Forest 'wlth similar management objectives and a common management 
prescription' (FSM 1905, WO Amendment 1900.913). The 1982 NFMA regulations define management pre- 
scriptions as practices permmed 'on a spectfic area to attain multipleuse and other goals and objectives (36 
CFR 219 3)' Forest Plans are required to contain 'multiplcuse prescriptions and associated standards and 
guidelines for each management area' [36 CFR 219 11 (c)] In essence, Forest Plans establish management 
areas and associated direction (standards and guidelines) for particular areas of the Forest. For further discus- 
sion of managemeni area prescriptions, the reader is encouraged io read FOS Appendu B 

The concept of multiple use recognizes that not every multiple use can necessarily be accommodated on the 
same tract of national forest land in working wrth various individuals, groups, organizations and agmcles, 22 
management areas which emphasize different mbnures of management practices that compliment or enhance 
compatible resource values have been developed These 22 management areas provided a broad range of 
prescriptions for the analysis. 

Public input influenced land allocations to the 22 Management Areas These allocations vaty greatly by 
alternatwe and strongly reflect public preferences The public was afforded the opponunlty to provide lnforma- 
tion on potential management area allocations which offered the best resolution of issues within ddferent 
alternatives As a result of this effort, the maps attached to this FEE show each alternative's management area 
aliocalions. See also the FEIS, Chapter 2, for the acreage in management areas by alternative 

Based on publlc comments, some management area boundaries or alloca11ons were revised In Aiternatlves 6, 
7. BA, 9,11 and 12 Responses to specdic recommendations for changing a management area boundaty or 
allocation of an alternative are discussed under each specdlc comment. 

In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mature 
of uses. values, products and condltions in the alternative to s e ~ e  as the Revised Pian However, no single 
factor, such as management area allocations, will lead to this selection 

Letter 4038 

Response 

I 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete the third paragraph on page 214 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Since the paragraph was basically a redundant statement, the paragraph has been dropped in the Revised 
Plan 

Comments on Chapter 4 ~ Tables 1,  2, and 3 must Include monitoring and evaluation provisions that relate to 
biological diverslty issues and actions, such as, number of rare species Inventories, number of S!A management 
plans prepared, action implemented, atc These monltorlng and evaluation objectives can be derived from the 
Standards presented In the draft plan: specdic examples 1 Conduct biological evaluations to determine effects 
of land disturbance projects on PETS species: 2. Were recovery actions outlined in state or federal species 
recovery plans implemented? 3. Were Special Biological Area Management plans prepared? 4. Were signdlcant 
cave management plans prepared? 5 Were inholdings wlthln SIA and RNA boundaries acquired?' 

Monitoring is an integral part ofthetotal management process The Pian will be monitored to provide the quallty 
control necessary to ensure It is implemented properly The monitoring program is not intended to deplct all 
monltoring actlvlties undertaken on the Forest To be able to rely on current work forces to complete needed 
monltoring, the Forest has io simpllfy and focus on what It fen was important We agree that It is Important to 
have monltoring provisions related to biological diversity. The montoring programs forcaves, biological values, 
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limber, wildlife. fisheries, insect and disease, threatened, endangered and sensitive species, and water will help 
in this endeavor The monitoring program focuses on the standard that d violated, could have the greatest 
impact on the environment This program has been updated to incorporate the suggestions in this comment 
regarding recovery plans for PET species and management plans for areas wrth special biological values. 

Letter 4038 

ReSDOnSe 

Change thafirst paragraph under'ManagementArea13'on page2-I01 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 
'This 49,244acre management area contains the Crabtree Falls, Spy Rock Basin, Lake Mwmaw and Hidden 
ValleyJackson Rhrer management areas as described on pages N-49, N-52, N-62, and N63 ofthe Forest Plan, 
and the Lmle Rwer and Mount Pleasant areas, which are enlargements of the Special Management Area 
described on pages N-44 and N64 of the 1986 Forest Plan These are areas that recehre heavy dispersed 
recreation use ' 

More areas have been allocated to Management Area 13 inthe preferred anernatwe inthe FEiSthan inthe DEIS. 
The description of Management Area 13 has been rewrmenio more accurately describe where lt occurs on the 
Forest 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Replace the second paragraph on page 14 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following. 'The desired 
future condition invohres continuing Forest contributions to the economic and social vltallty of the Forest's rural 
neighbors. The Forest works with neighboring rural people and communlties in developing natural-resource 
based opportunrties and enterprises wlthin the biological capabillties of the Forest * 

We agree to reword the last sentence to read ' . and enterprises wrthin the capabillties of the resources.' Use 
of the 'biological' is not appropriate for some potential enterprises such as tourism. The word 'Forest' Is not 
appropriate because we may assist in the development of opportunities and enterprises outside of the National 
Forest 

Letter 4219 

Response 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

We recommend that the map for the final plan be color coded to improve understanding of the location of 
various management areas and facilities on the forest 

Two maps that accompany the Revised Plan use colors to highlight some features that are important in 
understanding the Plan. 

The small portion of the Shawvers Run Wilderness area which is located in the James River Ranger District 
should be in MA 8. 

On the Pedlar RD, Stuarts Draft, Big Levels, Sherando, and Vesuvius quads, It is recommended that Manage 
ment Area 15 be changed to Management Area 16 known as Big Levels noth of the Coal Road because rt IS 

grouse management area under the current plan and because that is what this area is in aiternative 14 

On the James River RD. Longdale Furnace quad, It is recommended that the numerous Management Areas 1's 
be changed io Management Area 7 north of Interstate 64 

On the James RNer RD, Longdale Furnace quad, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to 
Management Area 13 around Longdale Recreation Area, including the loop trails 

On the James RNer RD, Covington and Cltfton Forge quads, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be 
changed to Management Area 15 on both the northwest and southwest sides of Fore Mountain and north of 
Smith Creek to Douthat State Park because that is what this area is in aiternative 14 

On the James River AD. Covington and Cltfton Forge quads, It is recommended that Management Areas 17 and 
14 be changed to Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along Pounding Mill Run road FDR #I25 
and State Highway M)6 

On the James River RD. Alleghany and Glace quads, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed 
to Management Area 14 east of State Route €03 and the DiDeline land south and west of State Route 31 I 
because this area has bear management potential 
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Letter 87 

Lener 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 07 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter a7 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 07 

On the James River RD. Callaghan. Jerlys Run, Alleghany. and Glace quads, It is recommended that Manage- 
ment Areas 11 and 15 be changed to Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along the Amtrack rail 
line because that is what this area is in alternative 14 

On the James River RD, Caliaghan quads, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 16 south of Harmon Run, east of State Route €00 and north of Johns Run because that is 
what this area is in alternatives 7 and 14 

On the James River RD, Jordan Mines quad, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 16 for that land north of State Route 613 and 61 6. east of State Route 18. and south of State 
Route 615 because that is what this area is in alternative 14. 

On the Lee RD, Riieyville and Bentonville quads, It is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to 
Management Area 9 around Veach Gap shelter 

On the Lee RD. Hamburg and Luray quads, It is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to 
Management Area 9 from Kennedy Peak on the north to Camp Roosevelt on the south 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, it is recommended that Management Areas 7 and 14 be changed to 
Management Area 5 on the west slope of Massanmen Mountain, Short Mountain, Powell Mountain and Three 
Top Mountain from Strasburg to Endless Caverns because that is what this area Is In alternative 14 

On the Lee RD, Wardensville and Mountain Falls quads, it is recommended that Management Area 15 be 
changed to Management Area 9 for that land east and north of State Route #93 around Jonnies Knob. 

On the Lee RD, Wardensville quad, it is recommended that Management Areas 15 and 16 be changed to 
Management Area 9 along both the east and west slopes of Great North Mountain and north of the powerline 

On the Lee RD. Baker, Wardensville, and Mountain Falls quads, It is recommended that Management Area 16 
be changed to Management Area 15 in West Virginia because that is what this area is in alternative 7 

On the Lee RD, Baker, Wardensville, and Mountain Falls quads, It is recommended that Management Area 16 
be changed to Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along State Route #55 because rt 1s a 
sensitivw level 1 travel route and that is what this area is in alternative 6. 

On the Lee RD, Won Gap and Lost City quads, It is recommended that Management Area 14 be changed to 
Management Area 13 around Trout Pond Recreation area. 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, His recommendedthat Management Area 10 be ChangedtoManagement Area 
13 around Elizabeth Furnace Recreation area 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, it is recommendedthatManagementArea13 be changed to Management Area 
15 nodh of the private land which IS north of trail FDR #405 because this is that this area is In alternative 14 

On the Dly River RD, Reddish Knob and Briery Branch quads, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be 
changed to Management Area 7for the foreground VQO zone along Reddish Knob State Road #924 because 
that is what this area is in alternative 14 and It is a sensltivlty level 1 road 

On the Dry River RD, Stokesville quad, lt is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to Manage- 
ment Area 13 south and east of FDR #95, in the Trimble Mountain area 

On the Deerfield RD, numerous quads, It is recommended that Management Area 11 be changed to Manage- 
ment Area 14 above a certain contour level for that area west of FDR #382 to the too of Great North Mountain 
because that is what this area is in alternative 14. 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsville and Augusta Springs quads, lt is recommended that Management Area 17 be 
changedto ManagementAreal4above acertain contour level forthat areawest of FDR X382tothetop of Great 
North Mountain because that is what this area is in alternative 14 

On the Deerfieid RD. Craigsvilie quad, lt is recommended that Management Areal bechangedto Management 
Area 15 on the west slope of Great North Mountain because that is what this area 1s In alternative 14. 
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Letter a7 

Letter 87 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter 87 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter a7 

Letter 07 

Letter a7 

Letter 87 

On the Deerfield RD, Green Valley and Williamsville quads, R is recommended that Management Area 1 be 
changed to Management Area 15 lrom Scotchtown Draft Road -7 on the northeast to State Route #678 on 
the southwest because that is what this area 1s in anernatwe 14 

On the Deerfield RD, Green Valley quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 1 be changed to Manage 
men1 Area 15 for the area northeast of State Route X633, southeast of State Route X629 and west of state Route 
#Ma 

On the Warm Springs RD, Paddy Knob quad, it is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to 
Management Area 14 west of State RouteGM)fromthe Pumped Back Storage area northtothe forest boundary 
because the existing ROS in the area 1s SPNM, the area Is steep. and because the area Is adjacent to 
Management Area 6.1 on the Monongahela N.F. 

On the Dry River RD, numerous quads, k Is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to Manage 
men1 Area 14 for the Forest Land. (1) following and above the 2600 foot contour level from State Route X33 In 
West Virginia l o  State Route 3/1 , (2) west of a line between White Grass Knob, Third Point, and Broad Top: (3) 
north of Carr Run, (4) and west of a line between Fulk Mountaln and Kretchle Mountain because that 1s what 
this area is In anernatwe 14 

On the Dry Rlver RD, Singers Glen quad, k Is recommended that Management Area 1 be changed l o  ekhar 
Management Area 15 or 16 for that Forest land east of State Route 8612 to the lop of LHtle North Mounialn. 

On the Dry River RD in West Virginia, Brandywine quads, R IS recommended that Management Areas 14 and 
15 be changed10 Management Areal3 around Brandywine Lake Recreation Area because that iswhat thls area 
Is In anernative 14. 

On the Dry Rlver RD In West Virginia, Sugar Grove and Brandywine quads, tt is recommended that Management 
Area 16 be changed to Management Area 15 because that 1s what the area is In akernatlve 7 and 14. 

On the Dry River RD, Reddish Knob and Briery Branch quads, it is recommended that Management Area 9 and 
15 be changed to Management Area 13 around Hone Quarry Recreation Area because R is what this area is In 
aRernative 14. 

On the Warm Springs RD, numerous quads, R is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to 
Management Area 7 for the foregoing VQO zone along U S Highway 220 north of Warm Sprlngs because the 
highway Is e sensitivity level 1 road and that is what the area is in akernative 14. 

On the Warm Sprlngs RD, Bath Alum and Warm Springs quads, it is recommended that Management Area 14 
boundary be expanded to Include the SPNM ROS land on Little Mountain. 

On the Warm Springs RD, Bath Alum quad, R is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to 
Management Area 15 for that isolated Forest land north of Mill Creek and east of State Route #629 because that 
is what this area is In anernatives 7 and 14 

On the Warm Springs RD, Healing Springs quad, It is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to 
Management Area 15 east of State Route #629 and south and west of Hickman Draft Road #361 

On the Warm Springs RD, Nimrod Hall quad, it is recommended that Management Area 1 and 10 be changed 
to Management Area 13 for the area known as the WaRon Tract 

On the Warm Springs RD, Millboro quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 1 be changed to Manage 
men1 Area 15 for that isolated Forest land west of Mill Mountain and east of State Route #633 because that is 
what this area is In alternative 14 

On the Warm Springs RD. Nimrod Hall quad, it is recommended that Management Area 9 be changed to 
Management Area 14 below a contour-level from Pads Creek to the end of FDR #I923 to the end of FDR #W. 
then due west to the South Fork Lick Run 

On the James River RD, Longdale Furnace quad, it is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 15 on the west slope of North Mountain because the area is within the middieground and 
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Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter Z€C9 

Letter 3537 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

background zones as seen from the Forest's Scenic Byway, thus having an existing VQO inventoly of Partial 
Retention whereas Management Area 17 adopts aVQO of Modification. 

On the James Rlver RD, Jordan Mines quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 13 around the National Chlldrens Forest 

On the Pedlar RD, Montebello and Maesles Mill Quads, It is recommendedthat Management Area 1 be changed 
to Management Area 13 north of the NelsonIAmherst County Une, ear3 of the Appalachian Trail and Mill Creek, 
south of South Fork ofthe Tye River and west of Crabtree Fails because future trails are desired by Appalachian 
Trail clubs In this area and because that 1s what this area is In akernative 14. 

On the Pedlar RD, Glasgow quad, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to Management 
Area 7 along US. Highway 501 because this highway 1s a sensItlvHy level 1 travel route. 

On the James River RD, Potts Creek quad, It 1s recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 8 for the area of the Shawers Run Wilderness that Is on the Forest. 

On the James River RD, Pons Creek, New Castle and Jordon Mines quad, d 1s recommended that Management 
Area 17 be changed to Management Area 14 from an unknown contour interval east of the Forest boundaly 
along the west slope of Polls Mountain 

On the Pedlar RD, Buena Vista quad, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to Management 
Area 13 east of FOR #315 and west of FDR #39 along the Pedlar River because that 1s what some of this area 
is In alternative 14 

On the Pedlar RD, Sherando quad, d 1s reoommended that Management Area 15 be changed to Management 
Area 13 around the Sherando Lake Recreation complex because that 1s what the area 1s In anernatlve 14. 

All of Blacks Run should be included In Management Area 9 Letter 2609 The Piney River drainage should be 
placed in Management Area 13 

The preferred alternative does a good job of locating the management areas for intensive timber production to 
avoid fragmenting larger tracts of relatively undisturbed forest However, one exception that deSeNeS amend- 
ment 16 located adjacent to two wilderness areas on the Jefferson Natlonal Forest We urge that the portion of 
Management Area 17, covering the entire west slope of Potts Mountain north to the National Chlldrens Forest 
(connecting the Shawvers Run and Barbours Creek Wildernesses), be changed to a management area deslgna- 
tion that would provide compatible buffer All other wilderness areas on the GW are treated In this manner, and 
this sound planning concept should be extended to protect significant areas on the adjacent national forest. 

On the West Va. portion of the Dry River RD, Brandywine quad, It is recommended that Mgmt. Area 14 be 
changed to Mgmt Area 15 below the 28CC-foot contour level from the Rt 33 corridor on the north to Miller Run 
on the south. 

On the West Va portion of the Dry River AD, Brandywine and Reddlsh Knob quads, d is recommended that 
Mgmt. Area 9 be changed to Mgmt Area 15 below the 28CC-foot contour level from the Rt. 33 corridor on the 
north to Miller Run on the south, thence continuing on the 3ooo-foot Contour level south to Its intersection with 
FDR #25 

On the West Va. portion of the Dry River RD, Sugar Grove 8 Palo ARo quads, It is recommended that Mgmt Area 
15 be changed to Mgmt Area 16 south of FDR #25 and west of FDR #61 

On the WestVa portion of the Lee RD, Yellow Spring, Mt Falls, Wardensville & Baker quads, It is recommended 
that Mgmt. Area 16 (except for asmall portion of National Forest System land south of Harness Run) be changed 
to Mgmt Area 15 

On the West Va portion of the Lee RD, Wolf Gap quad, It is recommended that Mgmt Area 15 be changed to 
Mgmt Area 14 along the east and west sides of Long Mountain following numerous elevatlon changes between 
23w and 2 W f o o t  contours. 

On the West Va portion of the Lee RD. Wardensville quad, it IS recommended that Mgmt. Area 9 (Big Schloss) 
be changed to Mgmt Area 15 following and below the 21 W-foot contour level from the powerline on the north 
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Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

to about the intersection with Trail #I013 on the west side of Great North Mountain, thenoe using the 18oofoot 
contour level until private land in Wilson Cove Is reached, then due north to the B f o d  contour level and 
following that elevation north to the boundary wdh the Commonweatth of Va 

On the West Va portion of the Lee RD, Wok Gap, Lost Cily, 8 Orkney Springs quads, it Is recommended that 
Mgmt Area 15 be changed to Mgmt. Area 14 along the west side of Great North Mountain above the 25oofoot 
contour level and the private land boundaries untd just north of Hunkerson Gap 

On the WestVa portion ofthe Dry RNer RD, Sugar Grove& Palo Akoquads. rtls recommendedthattdgmt Area 
14 be changed to Mgmt Area 15 east of FDR #61 but below the approxlmately 3,oaO.foot contour level 

On the West Va. portion of the Dry River RD, Branywlne and Sugar Grove quads, lt is recommended that Mgmt 
Area I S  be changed to Mgmt Area 15 north of FDR #25. 

The area designated as Management Area #I that lies below (or north of) the Ravens Roost relocation, and the 
area on the south-facing slope of Torry Ridge that is designated Management Area #I5 should be designated 
as Management Area #13, as proposed in Anernathre X14. 

The current designation ofthese lands as Management Area #l basically ldentlfies these lands as lands wlthout 
an obvious role. but these lands clearly have a role to play in enhancing the Appalachian Trail. Area A, which 
is in the middleground viewshed of the Appalachian Trail as seen from the spectacular rock outcrops of the 
Cedar Bluffs area, should be recognizedforthesevlsual-resourcevalues and managed as such Area 8, which 
surrounds the popular Sherando Lake developed-recreation area, contains an extenswe trails network and is 
the focal viewpoint for extensive sections of the Blue Ridge Parkway and the Appalachian Trail These lands are 
currently designated for turkey-habltat management (Management Area #15) Designation of Area B as Man- 
agement Area #t3 would recognize the important aesthetic and recreational values of this area and provide a 
more appropriate focus for management of the area 

On the Deerfield RD. Deerfield and Craigsville quads, lt is recommended that MA1 be changed to mgt Rx 14A 
east of FDR 381 and south of Trail 491. 

On the Lee RD, Orkney Springs, Timbelville & Lost Cily quads, lt is recommended that Mgmt h 15A be 
changed to Mgmt M 14A 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, n is recommended that mgmt Rx 7C be changed to Mgmt Rx t3C from 
Strasburg Resetvoir east to Passage Creek 

On the Dry River RD, Briery Branch and Rawley Springs quads, lt is recommended that MA's 7 be changed to 
MA's 7C along State Route 33 in Virginia only 

On the Warm Springs RD, Millboro quad, It is recommendedthat MA1 5 east of the Bath-Rockbridge County line 
be changed to mgt Rx 15B 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, lt is recommended that MA 7 be changed to MA 9 east of Passage Creek from 
Camp Rooseven to Elizabeth Furnace 

On the Lee RD, Luray. Rileyville, Bentonville & Strasburg quads, It Is recommended that MA 13 be changed to 
MA 15 next to the South Fork of the Shenandoah River from Kennedy Peak to Shawl Gap 

On the Lee RD, Mounttun Falls and Wardensviile quads, 111s recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 9 east 
and north of FDR #93 and along the crest of Great North Mountain. north of the powerline to State Rt 55 

On the Lee RD. Orkney Springs, Lost Cily and Wolf Gap quads, k is recommended that MA 15 be changed to 
MA 14 from West Va boundary east to about FDR 8252 as It parallels the contours of Great North Mtn. 

On the Dry River RD, Singers Glen quad, lt Is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15. 

On the Deerfield RD. Williamsville 8 Deerfield quads, lt is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15 west 
of FOR #394 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

On the Deertield RD, West Augusta 8 Stokesville quads, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 16 
east of Ramseys Draft Addrtlon and north of the road corridor along US. My 259 

On the James Rlver RD, Callaghan quad, It is recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 7 north of Interstate 
64 

On the James River RD. Glace and Alleghany quads, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 14 east 
of Big Ridge and south end west of State Rt 311 

On the James River RD. Jerrys Run quad, It is recommended that MA 11 be changed to MA 15. 

On the James River RD, Rucker Gap quad, It 1s recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 14 west of Johnsons 
Creek. 

On the Warm Springs RD, Millboro quad, It is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15 south of State Rt 
39 

On the Warm Springs RD, Healing Spring and Nimrod Hall quads, It is recommended that MA 7 be changed 
to MA 15 north of Douthat State Park to and including the Hickmen Draft area, and south of Mill Creek 

On the Warm Springs RD, Healing Springs quad, It Is recommended that MA 14 be changed to MA 15 east of 
FDR 125 to the border wrth Douthat State Park and east of Brushy Ridge to Mill Creek 

On the Warm Springs RD, Healing Sprtngs 8 Falling Spring quad, It is recommended that MA 7 be changed 
to MA 15 for the Forest land bounded by Cascades Creek on the south, State Rt 605 on the west. State Rt 615 
on the north, and U S  Kwy 223 on the east 

On the Pedlar RD, Buena Vista quad, it Is recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 13 along the South 
Pedlar River. west of FDR #315 and east of FDR #39 

On the Pedlar RD, Montebello 8 Forks of Buffalo quads, it is recommended that MA 1 be Changed to MA 15 
south of the AmherWNelson County line, east of the Appalachian Trail zone and east of the Mi Pleasant area 
to the Forest boundary 

On the Pedlar RD, Massies Mill quad, It is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 13 from the AmhersV 
Nelson County line on the south to Mill Creek on the west to the South Fork of the Tye River on the north to 
Crabtree Falls on the east 

On the Pedlar RD, Sherando 8 Big Levels quads, rt is recommended that MA 15 be changed l o  MA 13 around 
the Sherando Lake Rec Complex. 

On the Pedlar RD, Sherando, Stuetis Draft, Big Levels and Vesuvius quads, It is recommended that MA 15 be 
changed to MA 16 in the area known as Big Levels along the Coal Road 

On the Pedlar RD. Waynesboro West and Sherando quads, It is recommended that MA 16 be changed to MA 
15 from Tom's Branch on the south, Rl. 664 on the west to the Blue Ridge Parkway on the east 

On the James River RD, Jordan Mines. New Castle, and Potts Creek quads, d IS recommendad that MA 17 be 
changed to MA 14 from State Rl 617 on the north, Still Run on the south, then proceeding south along an 
unknown contour intewal on the west slope of Potts h4t to the boundary 

On the James River RD, Longdale Furnace quad, rt is recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 13 around 
the Longdale Reo Area end rts associated loop trail system 

On the James River RD. Longdale Furnace quad, It is recommended that numerous MA 1's be changed to MA 
7's north of Interstate 64. 

On the James River RD. Covlngton 8 Cldton Forge quads, it Is recommended that MA 17 be changed lo  MA 
15 on Fore Mountain 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4241 

Response 

On the James Rwer RD, Callaghan quad, It is recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 16 from Harmon 
Run on the north to State Rt 800 on the west to Johns Run on the south 

On the Warm Springs RD, Paddy Knob & Sunrise quads, it is recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 14 
from Big Ridge on the north to the Bath Co Pumped Storage area on the south, but west of State Rt 800. 

On the Warm Springs RD, Hlghtown & Mustoe quads, it is recommended that MA 15 be changed l o  MA 14 from 
about the Sues Draft drainage on the south to the Forest boundary. 

On the Warm Springs RD, Warm Springs quad, It 1s recommendedthat MA 7 be changed to MA 15 forthe Forest 
land bounded by State Rt 616 on the south. Stale Rt. 687 on the west, Rt 39 on Ihe north. and Rt 2217 on the 
east 

On the Warm Springs RD, Minnehaha Springs & Mountain Grove quads, It is recommended that MA 1 be 
changed to MA 15 north of State Rt. 39 and wed of State Rt 601 : and in the T M. GathwrigM Wiidlde Mgt Area 

On the Deemeid RD. Green Valley & Bath Alum quads, H Is recommendedlhat MA 1 be changed10 MA 15 north 
of State Rt. 39 and east of the Cowpasture River 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsville & Green Valley quads, it is recommended that MA 11 above the 2200 to 
26wfoot contour interval be changed to MA 14 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsville & Green Valley quads, It is recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 14 
above the 22oo-tc-24W-foot contour interval from FDR 82 on the north to State Rt. 687 on the south 

On the Deerfield RD, Deerfieid & Craigsville quads, It is recommended that MA I be changed to MA 14 from 
FDR #%I on the north to State R t  614 on the south. 

On the Deerfield RD, Deerfield quad, It is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15 west of FDR X381 and 
west of State Route #6B. 

On the Dry River. Fulks Run quad, It is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15 west of State Rt. #2!i9. 

On the Lee RD, Wardensviile quad, It is recommended that MA 9 (part of Big Schloss) be changed to MA 15 
in Cove Run and Vances Cove drainages 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, It Is recommended that MA 10 in and around Elizabeth Furnace be changed 
to MA 13 

The portion of Management Area 17, covering the entire west slope of Potis Mountain north to the National 
Childrens Forest (connecting the Shawers Run and Earboun Creek Wildernesses), be changed to a manage 
ment area designation that would provide compatible buffer. All other wilderness areas on the GW are treated 
In this manner, and this sound planning concept should be extended to protect signlficant areas on the adjacent 
national forests. 

Your recommendation Is consistent wlth the overall theme of the preferred alternative The management area 
Is changed in the preferred alternative to correspond with your recommendation 

Letter 1081 

Letter 1094 

Letter 2308 

At a mmimum. Little River & Mt Pleasant should be removed from Prescription 13 and placed in 4 

We ncte that 2 of the best areas proposed, Little River end Mt Pleasant, have been put in MA13, a category 
which emphasizes recreational over biological values 

Mount Pleasant and the Little River Areas [should] be removed from Management Area 13 as Inappropriate for 
the natural character and prevailing use cf these two areas. Management Area 9 is proposed as appropriate and 
consistent wlth their natural character and prevailing use (the Appalachian Trail in the Mount Pleasant Area to 
remain in Management Area 6) This proposal is made only in the event that wilderness recommendation is not 
achieved in the Final Plan 

Management Areas/Management Prescriptions 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 

1-480 



Letter 2155 Both LHtle Rlver and Mt Pleasant. two of our most outstanding candidates, have been placed In Management 
Area 13'2, which emphasizes recreational values We oppose any development of these areas 

LHtle Rlver and Mount Pleasant have been allocated to Management Area 21 ('Special Management Areas.) In 
the Revised Pian. 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

LeUer 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

On the Pedlar RD, Snowden and Big island quads, it is recommended thal MA1 1 (S. Pedlar A N  Area) should 
be changed lo  Mgt. Prescrip. 13C. 

Onthe Dry RlverRD. WestAuguste, Paio Aiio, andStokesviiiequads, tlisrecommendedthatMA13 bechanged 
to Mgmt Rx 13A along the North River corridor. 

On the Lee RD, Elkon West quad, it is recommended that MA16 be changed to MA9 west of the First Mt. 
ridgetop l o  Cub Run. 

On the Dry River RD, Reddish Knob & Briery Branch quads, it is recommended that MA16 be changed to Mgmt 
Rx 7C along Narrowback Mt 

On the Dry Rlver RD, Reddish Knob quad, it is recommended that MA15 be changed to Mgmt Rx 14A north of 
Reddish Knob Road and south of Hone Quarry Run. 

On the Dry River RD, Palo ARo quad, rt is recommended that MA14 be changed to Mgmt Fx t4A. 

On the Dry River RD, Paio Aito & Sugar Grove quads, i l l s  recommended that MA15 be changed to Mgmt Ux 
158 south of State Route 25 

On the Dry Rlver RD, numerous quads, it is recommended that Little River Roadless Area, including parts of 
MA4. be changed from MA13 to Mgmt Rx 88 

On the Lee RD, Tenth Legion quad, it is recommended that MA 14 be changed to MA9 for the Cub Run Road 
corridor south of Pin Spring Rd 

On the Lee RD, Tenth Legion and Stanley quads, it is recommended that MA14 be changed to Mgmt Fx 14A 
north of PHt Spring Rd 

Onlhe Dry River RD, Singers Glen & Rawley Springs quads, it is recommended that MA1 be changed toMgmt 
Rx 13C from Hogpen Lake to Slate Lick Lake &west of State Rt 612 

On the Dry River RD, Rawley Springs quad, It is recommended that MA14 be changed to Mgmt Rx 14A north 
of State Rt 33 and northwest of Rocky Run A N  area. 

On the Dry River, Rawley Springs quad, It is recommended that Mgmt Rx 11A be changed to Mgmt Rx 14A 
(Rocky Run A N  area). 

On the Dry Rwer RD, Brandywine quad, It is recommended that Skidmore Roadless Area, including parts of 
MA4, be changed from MAS to Mgmt Rx 8B 

On the Dry River RD, Brandywine quad, it is recommended that MA14 be changed to Mgmt Rx 148 south of 
State Route 33. 

On the Dry River RD. Brandwine quad, It is recommended that MA14 be changed to mgt F& 14A north of Stale 
Route 33. 

On the Dry River RD. Brandywlne quad, R is recommended that MA15 be changed to mgmt. Rx 158 north of 
State R 33 

On the Warm Springs RD, Miliboro & Nimrod Hall quads. it is recommended that MA14 around Bubbling 
Springs be changed l o  mgml. Rx 14A 
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Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

On the Warm Spnngs RD, Millboro quad, d is recommended that MA15west of the Bath-Rockbridge County line 
be changed to mgmt Fx 14A. 

On the Deerfield RD, Millboro quad, d is recommended that MA17 be changed to mgt Fx 17A for the NFS land 
just south of State Fit 42 accessed by FDR 1303 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsville &Augusta Springs quads, ia is recommended that MA17 be changed to mgt. 
Fx 156 

On the Deerfield RD. Craigwille & Augusta Springs quads, d is recommended that MA1 1 be changed to mgt 
Fx 14A 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsvllle & Augusta Springs quads, d is recommended that mgt Fx 11A be changed to 
mgt Fx l4A 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsville quad, d is recommended that mgt Fx 17F be changed to mgt Fx 14A. 

On the Warm Springs RD, Bath Alum quad, It is recommended that existing SPNM area in and around the Warm 
Springs Trail #451 be retained 

On the Deerfield RD, Elliott Knob quad, d is recommended that MA14 be changed to mgt. Fx 14A west of Elliott 
Knob 

On the Deerfield RD, Elliott Knob quad, d is recommended that MA17 be changed l o  mgt. Rx 156 everywhere 
on quad 

On the Deerfield RD, Deerfield 8 Elliott Knob quads, d Is recommended that MA15 be changed to mgt Fx 14A 
from State Fit 629 northwest of Deerfield Work Center 

On the Deerfield RD. Deerfield, Green Valley, & Craigsville quads, d is recommended that MA15 be changed 
to mgt Fx 15A for the large Walker Mt. to Sideling Hill are& 

On the Deerfield RD, Deerfield quad, It is recommended that MA1 be changed to mgt Fx 15A east of State Route 
600 but west of FDR 381 

On the Warm Springs RD, Williamsville quad, (lhe Campbell Run area north of Browns Pond), il Is recommend- 
ed that MA17 be changed to mgt Fx 1 

On the Deerfield RD, numerous quads, d is recommended that Ramseys Draft Adddion Roadless Area be 
changed to Mgt Rx 8B from MA9 

On the Pedlar RD, Waynesboro West & Sherando quads, d is recommended that MA16 be changed10 mgt. Fx 
7 c  

On the Lee RD, Baker quad, d is recommended that Mgmt Fx 16E be changed to MA 1 forthe isolated Forest 
land along the Lost River 

On the Lee RD, Baker quad, d is recommended that all MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Fx 156. 

On the Lee RD, Wardensvrlle quad, d is recommended that Mgmt Rx 16E be changed to MA 1 for the isolated 
Forest land between Harness and Sine Run 

On the Lee RD, Wardensville, Baker, Yellow Springs, Mountain Falls 8 Capon Springs quads, It is recommend- 
ed that MA 16 be changed l o  Mgmt Rx 156 

On the Lee RD. Wardensville 8 Baker quads, d is recommendad that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Fx 13C from 
the prtvate land at the headwaters of Cove Run to Capon Furnace Rec Area 

On the Lee RD. Wardensville quad, d is recommended that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Fx 13C south of the 
powerline which is near the Vances Cover Special Biological Area 
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Letter 3962 On the Lee RD, Mountain Falls and Wardensville quads, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt 
Rx 156 north of the powerline 

On the Lee RD, Wolf Gap quad, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Fx 14 B northeast of Trout 
Pond and west of State Rt 23/10 and east of State Rt 259/5 

On the Lee RD, Woodstock 8 Wardensville quads, k is recommendedthat MA 15 be changed10 Mgmt RX 156 
along the east-facing slope of Paddy Mountain. 

On the Lee RD, Woodstock quad, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Rx 15A along the Forest 
boundary north of Trail X401 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, It Is recommended that the Big Schloss Roadless Area be changed from MA 
910 Mgmt Rx 13C. 

On the Dry River RD, Milam quad, It is recommended that Mgmt Rx 15A be changed to Mgmt FK 14A 

On the Dry River RD. Bergton 8 Milam quads, It Is recommended that Mgmt Area 15 be changed to Mgmt RX 
14A 

On the Lee RD. Orkney Springs quad, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Rx 14A along the 
west slde of the Forest boundary. 

On the Lee RD, Conicville 8 Wolf Gap quads, It Is recommended that Mgmt RX's 17 8 17F be changed to MA1 

On the Lee RD, Wolf Gap 8 Lost Clty quads, It Is recommended that MA 14 be changed to Mgmt Rx 148 

On the Lee RD, Hamburg, Rileyville, Toms Brook 8 Strasburg quads, It is recommended that MA 7 be changed 
to Mgmt RX 7A west of Passage Creek from Crisman Hollow Road north to Powell's Fort 

On the Lee RD, Rileyville 8 Edinburg quads, It is recommended that the (laskers Gap A N )  MA 11 and RX 11A 
be changed to Mgmt RX 14A. 

On the Dry River RD, Cow Knob quad, It is recommended that the Mgmt Rx 15A be changed to Mgmt RX 14A 

On the Dry River RD. Fulks Run and Cow Knob quads, It Is recommended thatthe MA 15 be changed to Mgmt 
Rx 14A to retain existing SPNM ROS area. 

On the Lee RD, Timbewille 8 Fulks Run quads, It Is recommended that MA 17 be changed to Mgmt Rx 15C. 

On the Lee RD, Timbewille 8 Fulks Run quads, It is recommended that Mgmt W s  17F be changed to Mgmt 
R X l  

On the Lee RD, Hamburg quad, It is recommended that MA 14 be changed to Mgmt Rx 14A just north of U S 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 
H w f  211 

Letter 3962 On the Lee RD, Hamburg quad, It is recommended that Mgmt Rx 14A be changed to Mgmt Rx 13C from Strickler 
Knob to Camp Roosevek east of Crisman Hollow Road to the Forest boundary. 

On the Lee RD, Hamburg quad, It is recommended that MA 14 be changed to Mgmt Fa 13C east of Crisman 
Hollow Road 

On the Lee RD, Luray, Rileyville 8 Bentonville quads, It is recommended that MA 13 be changed to Mgmt RX 
13A adlacent to the South Fork of the Shenandoah River to 'protect the current level of wildness.' 

On the Dry River RD. Stokesville quad, It is recommended that MA 15 be changed to Mgmt Rx 15A In theTrimble 
Mt. Trail area for North River watershed protection 

On the Deerfield RD, Stokesville quad, It is recommended that MA 16 be changed to Mgmt RX 158 north of U S 
Hwf  253. south of Stokesville along the Forest boundary. 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 
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Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Response 

On the Deerfield RD, Stokesville & Churchville quads, R is recommended that MA 14 be changed to Mgmt Fb: 
148 south of U S Hwy 250 and east of Mt Crawford Roadless Area to the Forest boundary. 

On the Dry River RD, West Augusta & Stokesville quads, It is recommended that MA15 be changed to Mgmt 
R? 15A north of the Wild Oak National Rec Trail for North RNer watershed protection. 

On the Deerfield RD, West Augusta & Stokesviile quads, It is recommended that Mgmt Area 15 be changed to 
Mgmt R? 14A east of State Ri 715, nolth of U S Hwy 250, and south of the Wild Oak National Rec Trail 

On the Deerfield RD, West Augusta quad, It is recommended that MA15 be changed lo Mgmt & 158 west of 
State Ri 715 and norlh of Braley Pond Rec Area and south of the Wild Oak National Recreational Trail. 

On the Pedlar AD, Big Levels quad, It Is recommended that MA4 (Kelly Mt Roadless Area) be changed to mgt. 
R? 88 

On the Pedlar AD, Big Levels and Maasles Mill quads, It is recommended that mgt prescrip 15 be changed 
to Mgt R? 14E everywhere on these quads 

On the Pedlar AD, Buena Vista quad, It is recommended that MA15 be changed to mgmt. l?x 14E 

On the Pedlar RD, Forks of Buffalo quad, It is recommended that MAS 15 & 15A just south of Mt. Pleasant be 
changed to mgt R? 14E 

On the Pedlar RD. Montebello & Forks of Buffalo quads, It is recommended that Mt Pleasant area be changed 
from MA13 to mgt R? 88 

On the Pedlar RD. Cornwall and partially on Montebello quad, It is recommended that MA1 5 be changed to Mgt 
Prescrip 15A from Rt €05 west from the South Pedlar River to the Blue Ridge Pkwy. 

On the Pedlar RD, numerous quads, It is recommended that all MA173 be changed to Mgt. Prescrip 14E on 
the south end of the District 

Alternative 11 has been formulated to address these concerns and better respond to biological Issue8 The 
management area allocation in Alternatwe 11 corresponds wlth this recommendation 

Letter 60 

Letter 83 

Letter 86 

Response 

It Is in fact our desire to see all of the mentioned OW-sultable roads remain open year-round lt too is favored 
by our group d you would reconsider the designation of the area I mentioned, even d It were to come under 
some kind of special variation to MA9. 

The first problem in that areas around the Hone Quarry area are belng classdied as 'Remote Highlands' 
Management Area nine but I don't see the area that way. There are many nice roads in that area and a lot of 
activrty I do not see how this area can be considered remote 

I hopethat you can help us keepthe exiding roads around Hone Quarry open I was told thatthere may be some 
problems wtth Management Area 9 being that it doesn't allow for any new roads and limited repair of old ones 
I don't think that the term 'Remote Highlands' fits this area. 

This is the area of the Gum Run and Oak Knob Roadless Areas as discussed in the FEIS. Roads mentioned in 
some of the comments form the boundaries of the areas and, for the most part. do not intrude into the areas. 
Where system roads intrude into the area, they will be closed l o  public access. The Forest recognizesthatthese 
areas, though essentially roadless on the interior, do not provide much opportunlty for solltude and serenlty due 
to the surrounding roads and other outside influenoes 

Under Alternatives 2,4,5,7, 10 and 12, all or most of these areas are allocated to management areas that make 
them available for development and no longer held in a roadless area category To varying degrees, existing 
and newly constructed roads could be open for OHV use to the extent that concurrent management for other 
resaurces allow. One of these alternatives will be selected by the Regmnal Forester to s e ~ e  as the Revised Plan 
d It maximizes net public benefits 
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Letter 1081 

Letter 3&M 

Resoonse 

Slate Uck Lake (Dry River District). given Prescription 1 in Alternative 8. is one of the only lakes not accsasible 
to motorized vahicles. I strongly urge you to extend the nearby area of Prescription 15 to encompass Slate Uck 
Lake and it8 surroundings as a means oi better protecting the uncommon isoleted nature of thls habltat 

Slate Lick - Hog Pen Lakes Area is fer more appropriate for a 138 designation 

This recommendation is consistent wnh the overall theme of the preferred alternative. The management area 
has been changed in the preferred alternative to Management Area 22. This management area recognizes the 
uniqueness of areas such 88 Slate Uck Lake and the Wallace Tract. Management Area 22 provides direction for 
management of existing ponds, wetlands. tlelds and hedgerows for wildlde viewlng, nature study, small game 
management, or combinations thereof. 

Letter 1437 

Response 

Two areas are place In MA 15, suitable for timber, that are particularly disturbing to me One IsTrimble Mtn In 
the Dry River RD This mountain 1s just a c r m  the road from Todd Lake Reo Area The Trlmble Mtn Trail 1s 
heavily used by Todd Lake campers. Please redesignate this mtn &(L unsultable for timber Another area of 
concern Is Sedan C of the Wild Oak National Reo Trail lt traverses the crest of Hankey Mtn , which is also 
designated as suitable for timber. This area is an Important recreatlonal resource and 1s heavily used for hiking. 
Please change this area to unsuitable for timber 

This recommendatton is consistentwrth the overall theme of the preferred alternatwe. The management area 
has been changed in the preferred alternatwe to Management Area 13 This management area recognizes the 
uniqueness of trails such as the Trimble Mountain Trail and the Wild Oak National Reoreation Trail. Wlthln 
Management Area 13, land can be elther unsultable for timber production or suitable for timber produdon 
using uneven-age timber management However, the land is unsuitable for timber production around the 
Trimble Mountain Trail and the Wild Oak Trail along the crest of Hankey Mountain In the preferred alternative. 

Letter 2€GS 

Letter 4251 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

The entire North Fork of Buffalo River should be included in Management Area 13 

We would like to indicate our support of the other recommendation of the Virginia Trout Unlimited Council. 
including the entire North Fork of the Buffalo River in Management Area 13 

The Lmle River and Mount Pleasant Roadiess Areas have been allocated to Management Area 21 In the Revised 
Pian A version of Standard 519 has been retained. 

As maps Indicate (our maps) MA 13B is very appropriate for North River Recreation Area, Big Schloss. South 
Fork Shenandoah River Area, Elizabeth Furnace All these should be low key dispersed recreation areas A few 
may have a campground or two but no major concentration of facillties like Lake Moomaw which I consider 13A. 

In the preferred ahernatlve, Management Area 13 is allocated to heavy dispersed recreation use areas adjacent 
to developed recreation campgrounds Management Areas 13 provides for a dense concentration of recreaUon 
users with a high degree of motorized access Management Area 13 contains lands which are unsuitable for 
timber production and lands suitable for timber production which are managed under the uneven-aged 
silvicultural system. 

For the North River end Elizabeth Furnace areas, the recommendations are consistent wlth the overall theme 
of the preferred alternative These two areas have been changed to correspond with the recommendations 

The South Fork of the Shenandoah RNer Is allocated to Management Area 13 in Anernatwe 11 While allocation 
to Management Area 13 Is consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates thls area to 
Management Areas 10, 13, 15 and 22 recognizing the many USBS that can take place around this river 

Big Schloss has been assigned to Management Area 21 rSpecia1 Management Areas') In the preferred 
alternative A specdic management prescription has been developed for Big Schloss which Includes objectives, 
a 'desired future condltlon' and standards which are unique to this area. 
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Management Area 21 provides specrfic management direction for Big Schloss Management prahces will be 
limlted to those which will not reduce the roadless area values in Big Schloss Permissible management 
practices will be applied in a manner that IS sewdive to the roadless areavaiues Big Schioas will not, however, 
be managed SOLELY for the preservation of these roadless area values 

in the record of decision forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will discuss the rahonale for selectmg the approprl- 
ate mMure of uses, values, products and conditions in the anemathra that Is chosen to serva as the Revised 
Plan However. no single factor, such as management area allocations, will lead to this decision. 

Letter 3840 EllIoUs Knob Area is MA 14 which makes perfect sense relative to the condltlons in the field - the proposed 
Archer Run A N  Trail Is in serious conflict wlth the common sense of the best use for this area 

The management area has been changed in the preferred alternative to correspond wlth the recommendation 
The boundary of Management Area 11 has been changedto a lower elevational levelthatcorreswndswnhthat 
of DElS anernatwe 14. 

Response 

Letter 3942 I would like to make some suggestions on where Management Area 13 should be applied: Lmle Rhrer - now In 
13, should be in 8, Big Schloss- now In 9, should be In 13, Duncan Knob area (Massanutten) - now in 14, should 
be in 13, Slate Lick (Dty River RD) . now in 1, should be in 13, Mi Pleasant - now in 13, should be In 8 or 9 

Management Area 13 should be applied to areas that are already used heavily for primltive recreation, Big 
Schloss, and Duncan Knob are excellent candidates because they are claw to the metropolitan area of 
Washington and are popular with hikers and backpackers from the Slate Uck has a large pond and a 
number of trails, it would also be an ideal candidate Lmle River is currently not heavily used, except by hunters 
during season The emphasis there should not be on recreation Lmle Rwer should be kept wild. 

Akernatives 3, 9, 11, and 13 examine a range of allocations to the LMle River Roadless Area, Including the 
recommended change to Management Area 8 While consistent wlth Its overall theme, the preferred anernatwe 
allocates Lmie River to Management Area 21 ('Special Manegement Areas') Mount Pleasant and Big Schloss 
are also allocated to Management Area 21 Specrfic management prescriptions have been developed for Big 
Schloss. Lmle River and Mount Pleasant which include objectives. a 'desired future conddion' and standards 
which are unique to these areas. Management practices will be limited to those which will not reduce the 
roadie- area values in these areas. Permissible management practices will be applied in a manner that is 
sensitwe to the roadless area values Big Schloss, Lmle River and Mount Pleasant will not, however, be 
managed SOLELY for the preservation of these roadless area values. 

The Slate Lick area has been allocated to Management Area 22 in the preferred alternative This management 
area recognizes the uniqueness of areas such as Slate Lick Lake or the Wallace Tract Management Area P 
provides direction for management of existing ponds, wetlands, fields, and hedgerows for wildlife viewing, 
nature study, small gama management or combinations thereof 

Alternatives 6, 9 and 13 allocate the Duncan Knob area to Management Area 9, which is slmllar to the 
recommended allocation to Management Area 13 The preferred alternative, however, allocates Duncan Knob 
to Management Area 14 because the area IS heavily hunted for bear, deer and grouse This management area 
seems to provide a corridor from Southern Massanulten Roadless Area to the Northern Massanutten Roadless 
Area and allows the Forest to do some prescribed burning Trails are still there and the areas will be a great 
place to hike The public gets the benefits of both Management Areas 13 and 14 with this allocation 

Letter 3942 

Response 

Letter 989 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Mod@ the management prescriptions of areas 1, 4,7,9, 11, 13, 15, 16 and 1710 allow for Increases in open 
primitwe roads emphasizing opening old forest roads but including construction of new primitive roads 

The road management policy for the Forest Service preferred akernative is discussed in Chapter 2 of the 
Revised Pian under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS 

Add the following new paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-116 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
'Control of insect and disease outbreaks may be considered to meet the objectives of this Management Area ' 
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Response 

Letter 4038 

Resoonse 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 135 

Response 

Siandard 591 in the Draft Revised Plan has been moved to the description of the Desired Future Condltion for 
Management Area 17 

Change Standard 626 on page 2-12? of the Drah Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Control of insect and disease 
outbreaks may be considered to prevent adverse impacts to the desired future condltion of riparian areas. 
Consultation wlth appropriate state end federal biologists is required.' 

The Forest has every intention of coordinating wlth the appropriate federal, state and local agencies on the 
implementation of the Revised Plan. A discussion on the need for coordination wlth other agencies has been 
added to the Desired Future Condltlon for Management Area 18 A discussion on the methods of coordination 
wlth federal, state and local agencies has been added to Chapter 4 of the Revised Plan 

CommentonSiandard862on page2-156oftheDraftRevisedForestPlan,'Aminimum bufferof 100feetshould 
be applied to these areas ' 

Comment on Standard 866 on page 2-158 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan These should have a larger buffer 
than 300 feet aerially and €4 feet ground application.' 

Comment on Standard 867 on page 2-158 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 'Add sinkholes and other karst 
recharge areas to this standard ' 

Standards 862, 866 and 867 in the Draft Revised Plan are taken verbatim from the 'Method-Speclfic Manage- 
ment Requirements and Mltigation Measures' on pages liMll-66 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
- Vegetabon Management in the Appalachian Mountains. No further mltigation measures are needed 

Change Standard 847 on page 2.153 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Insecticides known to have 
adverse impacts on aquatic ecosysiems are not applied within 203 feet of perennial sireems open bodies of 
water, wetlands spring seeps and sinkholes' 

The existing standard as worded in the Revised Plan provides adequate protection to water sources 

Approximately 25% of the Forest is to be managed as Remote Highlands, where opporlunlties for primhve 
recreation and habltat management for species preferring isolation from humans are j~ in t ly  emphasized. 
However, these two different and often competing utilizations may be mutually exclus~e Wlth more wilderness 
and less human disturbances in the Forest, there would be more room to manage the Forest with adequate 
conslderation for both of these values. 

The Revised Plan is designed to permlt compatible multiple use objectives In different management areas. 
Pnmltive, non-motorized recreation use Is not incompatible with the management of remote wiidilfe species. 

Letter 3728 

Resoonse 

The dominant goal and desired future condltion for each MA needs to be strengthened and clarlfied 

In Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan, the discussion of the objectives and desired future condltion for each 
management area has been strengthened 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Replace the sixth paragraph on page 2-2 of the Drafi Revised Forest Plan with the following: The Forest Is 
managed to provide a diversity of forest habltat types This includes a range of habitats from large blocks of 
mature forest to a mosaic of more intensively managed lands Remote highlands and wilderness areas provide 
for area sensltive species, and forthose bpecies that require freedom from frequent human disturbance. Wildllfe 
viewing and nature study opportunities are increased on the forest ' 

Replace the second paragraph on page 2-2 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian wlth the following 'Approximately - % of the Forest is sultable for timber production The quanttiy of timber hawested is determined by the 
desired future condltion of the Forest and accomplished in an environmentally sensitive manner. Even-age and 
uneven-age silvicultural practices are utilized to accomplish habitat management objectives.' 
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Letter 4038 Replace the third paragraph under The Future of the Forest on page 2-1 of the D r d  Revised Forest Plan wlth 
the following 'Opportunities are provided for dispersed reoreation in both remote and easily accessed settings 
Recreation activities such as hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, mountain bicycling, hunting. wildllfe 
viewing, and fishing are provided A well-developed trail network provides access to virtually ail sections of the 
Forest. Accessibilhy to the Forest is increase for disabled visitors Remote highlands retain solitude and provtde 
many of the oppofiunttles for dispersed recreation ' 

Replace the fdth paragraph under The Future of the Forest on page 2-t of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan wlth 
the following 'Three roadless areas in the Blue Ridge Mountains-a total of about t2,ooO acre&-are recommend- 
ed for wilderness study Wilderness areas already under congressional designation on the Forest total 32,269 
acres ' 

Drop the first paragraph on page 2-3 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Replace the fourth paragraph under The Future of the Forest on page 2-1 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan with 
the following 'Developed reoreation opportunlties are offered consistent with the social and natural carrying 
capachy of the resource A range of amenities from more primitive srtes to campgrounds with electrical and 
water hookups meet current and future needs' 

Replace the seventh paragraph on page 2-2 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wrth the following The exotic 
gypsy moth has a profound effect on the Forest'svegetation causing heavy mortalhy, particularly in oak species. 
Regeneration of highly susceptible stands prior to Insect and disease attack re-establishes heaithy stands 
Other IPM techniques are also used to protect forest resources from gypsy moth induced mortality.' 

Drop the ffih paragraph on page 2-2 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2-2 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following. Timber harvesting, 
prescribed fire, and other direct habltat improvement methods are utilized to provide a diversily of habltats 
Many woodland species beneflt from the temporary openings that timber removal creates Opportunlties are 
provided for individuals to gather firewood, and for local logpers and the local timber industw to Durchase a 
variety of wood produds ' 

The introduction to Chapter 2 of the Draft Revised Plan has been completely rawrmen in Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Plan to reflect Alternative EA, the Forest Service preferred aiternative 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 17 

Response 

All state open roads should be placed In MA 7 (a, b, or c) The foreground zone would define the width of the 
MA 

The purpose of Management Area 7 is to preserve and perhaps enhance viewsheds along visually sensrtwe 
routes such as interstates and certain US and State Routes where public concern for visual qualily Is demonstra- 
bly high This includes many routes to major recreation areas or historical points of interest Eased on the 
definition for the management area, it would be inappropriate to put all of the open State Routes Into Manage 
ment Area 7 

Letter 188 

Response 

If the cost of administering MA I 8  is higher than MA 19, MA 19 should be chosen as the preferred mgi area 

it 1s not anticipated that the cost of administering Management Area 18 will be higher than Management Area 
19 However riparian areas are managed. they will need to be inventoried in accordance wrth the Region's 
riparian management strategy 

Letters 2334 3684 

Response 

MA7 retention of visual qualily, while superficially desirable, may be excessive where it interferes with other 
constructive use of the forest 

Management of scenic corridors is a constructive use of the Forest The USDA Forest Service is the largest 
provider of outdoor recreation in the world The scenic quality of National Forests 1s one of the primary 
attractions Lands allocated to Management Area 7 reflect corridors where public concern for visual qualily is 
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demonstrably high While many management activlties may occur wnhln this management area, they are 
carefully planned and executed in order to maintain a natural or near natural appearance. 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Forest Standard 970 should have chain saws exempted 

Forest Standard 970 in the Draft Revised Plan was not intended to Include handiools. 'Mechanical equlpmenr 
refers to heavy equipment such as tractors or dozers. 

Letter 3939 The Plan attempts to impose management strategies on areas without consideration of the slte condfions oi 
needs of the areas. The strategy selected for a Management Zone may or may not fh the Zone conddlon or 
needs. This problem will surface when a Dlstrict anempts to plan for a project in a Zone. nwill only work In those 
areas where a presetvation mode of management is the strategy. The Plan seta up a very complicated system 
that will only lead to confusion, mora project appeals, and added cosia to the tawpayers The Zones are called 
Management Areas and the Plan contains too many. A large rural county may have 5 to 6 zones while this Plan 
has 20 Zones that may occur in a similar size area (Ranger District). No consideration is gwen to the need in 
the future to change Management Zones emphasis Even County and Clty Zoning laws provide for future 
changes as the need arises In addltion and tred closely to the zoning concept is the Standard and Guldes 
displayed in the Plan There are too many S&G's which will add to the confusion and leave linle for the land 
manager to analyze according to slte specrfic data and make good on the ground management decisions. 
There are over 1,300 Standard & Guides displayed inthls proposed Plan The Land Manager on the ground has 
hidher hands tied and a blindfold covering the eyes. The local Ranger might as well have a computerto inform 
hidher of the management decision for any section of the District 

Management Areas - You have established too many of these zones. Lump areas of similar conditions and 
objectwestogsther Take into consideration the resource needs of an area and permlt adjustments in the future 
Place the better timber producing land in a Zone which permits timber management 

The Revised Plan provides management direction forthe Forest in doing this, It establlshes the desired future 
condltion and the mnigation measures (in the form of standards) that need to be applied to any management 
practices that are planned for a given management area The ID Teem has worked closely with the District 
Rangers and their staffs to ensure that this management direction is implementable The Regional Forester 
believes that this amount of management direction is appropriate 

Lener 3951 

Response 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3939 

Response 

Combine MA-3, MA-18, and MA-19 Rename to state 'Manage and protect Watersheds/Riparlan Areas'. 

Combine MA-I, MA-2, and MA-9 Rename as 'Manage at Minimal Level' 

The Revised Plan contains no lands allocated to Management Areas 1, 2, 3 or 19 Therefore, nelther of these 
two suggestions would clarify the Revised Plan 

Lener 3939 

Response 

Combine MA-11, MA-12, and MA-13. Rename as 'Manage Developed and Dispersed Recreation' 

There are a great deal of ddferences between Management Areas 11,12 and 13. Management Area I 1  defines 
the location of A N  routes Management Area 12 is applied to developed recreation areas. Management Area 
13 is applied to heavily-used dispersed recreation areas The desired future condltions and standards for these 
management areas are sufficiently ddferent that there would be no advantage in combining them 

Letter 3939 

Response 

Combine MAS and MA-7 Rename as 'Protect and Manage Viewsheds' 

Portions of the western face of Massanutien Mountain are allocated to Management Area 5 to emphasize the 
importance of this particular viewshed Visually sensflive corridors are allocated to Management Area 7 

Letter 07 On the Pedlar RD, Waynesboro West and Sherando quads, a question arose on whether Management Area 16 
should be changed to Management Area 2 to provide a connection with Shenandoah National Park from Toms 
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Response 

Branch onthe South. State Route 624 on the west, the Blue Ridge Parkway on the east and the forest boundaty 
on the north 

Alternatives 3, 6, 9, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, Including the recommended 
change to Management Area 2. While consistent wtth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this 
area to Management Area 15 to provide a better habltat linkage wtth the Shenandoah National Park than the 
Management Area 16 allocation in the DElS The preferred alternative does not uaa Management Area 2 
anywhere on the Forest The fact that the preferred alternative does not allocate any lands to Management Area 
2 does not mean that there are not linkages of habltat for the movement of plants and animals. For example, 
Management Areas 14 and 15 can provide these linkages as well 

Letter 87 

Letter E7 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the James RNer RD, Alleghany, Jertys Run, and Callaghan quads, tt is recommended that Management 
Areas 17 and 15 be changed to Management Areas 7 for the foreground VQO zone along State Route 159 
because It Is a Virginia Byway 

On the James RNer RD, Covington, Strom, and Eagle Rock quads, It is recommended that Management Area 
1 and 15 but not Management Area 9 be changed to Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along 
State Route #621 and #616, because It is a Virginia Byway 

On the James River RD, Millboro quad, tt Is recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 7 In and around the 
town of Lmle Calrfornla 

Alternatives 6,9,11, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 7 While consistent wtth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this 
area to Management Area 15 because private land owners control the views seen from this road more so than 
the Forest Service Thus, the Forest Service has liiie influence on the scenery from this road, and therefore can 
do lrttle toward managing the area to obtain the desired future condttion for Management Area 7 While the 
Commonwealth has designated this route as aVirginia Byway. this designation will probably have Imle effect 
on public land uses for the same reason ctted above 

Lener E7 

Lettar 4038 

Response 

On the James River RD. Alleghany and Jordan Mines quads, It is recommended that all of Management Area 
17 be changed to Management Area 15 because that is what this area is in alternatives 14 and 7. 

On the James Rwer RD. Allegheny. Jordan Mines. Callaghan & Strom quads, It is recommended that MA 17 be 
changed to MA 15 for that land which is east of State R l  159. west of State Rt 600, and north of State Routes 
614 and 615 

Alternatives2,6,7,9,10, 11,12, 13 and 14 examine a range of allocations forthis particular area, including the 
recommended change to Management Area 15 While consistentwtth the overall theme, the preferred alterna- 
tive allocates this areato Management Area 17 because high concentrations of high quallty timber exlsts In this 
area Managing these high quallty sttes helps the Forest address the below-cost timber sale issue The area also 
has an accessible, but broken public ownership panern There are other areas more appropriate for a Manage- 
ment Area 15 designation. Nearby, the area at Millstone Run and along Mud Run Mountain was changed to 
Management Area 15 In response to this recommendation in the preferred anernalive. 

Letter 67 

Response 

On the James River RD, Jertys Run quad, tt is recommended that Management Area 11 be changed to 
Management Area 16 because of the A N  complex (Patterson) on the Jefferson N F 

Alternative 2 examines a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended change to 
Management Area 16 While consistent wtth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to 
Management Area 15 because the area contains timber and wildlrfe values that outweigh Its value for providing 
an A N  riding experience 

Letter a7 On the James River RD, Ruckers Gap and Falling Spring quads, it is recommended that Management Area 14 
be changed to Management Area 9just southwest of Lake Moomaw to Ruckers Hollow because that is what this 
area Is In alternative 14 
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Response Alternatives 9. 11, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area. including the recommended 
change to Management Area 9 While consisient wlth the overall theme. the preferred aiternatlve allocates this 
area to Management Area 13 because of the area's proxlmlty to Lake Moomaw and Its potential to develop a 
system of loop trails stemming from the developed recreation areas 

Letter 87 On the James River RD, Ruckers Gap and Callaghen, Alvon, and Jerrys Run quad, it is recommended that 
Management Area 15 be changed to Management Area 14 north of FDR XMX) and noflh of the ndge north of 
Thorny Branch because that is what this area is in aiternabve 14 

No alternative considers the recommended allocation forthis area While consisient with the overall theme, the 
preferred &ernatwe allocates this area to Management Area 15 because n 1s more appropriate for the area's 
low elevation level and broken public ownership pattern 

Response 

Letter 87 On the James River RD. Rucken Gap quad, n m recommended that Management Area 1 be changed io 
Management Area 9 because that is what this area is in alternative 14 and because the area is adjacent to 
Management Area 6 2 on the Monongahela National Forest 

Alternative 6 examines a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended change to 
Management Area 9 While consisient with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area io 
Management Area 14 because of its high elevation, Its isolated nature, and Its compatibillty wlth Management 
Area 6 2 on the Monongahela National Forest 

Raspoffie 

Letter 87 On the James River RD, Failing Springs quad, It is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed io 
Management Area 15 from the District boundaly wlth the Warm Springs Ranger Disirlct on the north to Broad 
Tree Run on the south because that is what this area is in aiternattve 7 

On the Deerfield RD, Millboro quad, it is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to Managemant 
Area 15 for the area north of Cold Sulphur Springs Branch and south of state Route 39/42 near Goshen 

On the Deerfield RD, Craigsville, Augusta Springs and Elliott Knob quads, it Is recommended that Management 
Area 17 be changed to Management Area 15 below a certain contour level from Goshen on the south to 
Deerfield Work Center on the north 

On the Warm Springs RD, Williamsville, Bath Alum, and Burnsville quads, it Is recommended that Management 
Area 17 be changed to Management Area 15 west of the Cowpasture River 

On the Warm Springs RD, Williamsville quad, It IS recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 15 in the 
Campbell Run area north of the Brown's Pond biological area 

Alternatives 2, 6, 7, 11. 12, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the 
recommended change to Management Area 15 While consistenlvvlth lhe overall (heme, the preferred altema- 
tive allocates this areato Management Area 17 because high concentrations of high quallty timber exist in this 
area Managing these high quallty sites helps the Forest address the Nation-wide below-cost timber sale issue. 
There are other areas that are more appropriately managed wlth a Management Area 15 designation. Likewise, 
one of the aesihetic standards for Management Area 17 has been revised to include adoptlng a partial retention 
VQO in the foreground areas along sensltivlty level 1 and 2 travel corridors 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

Letter 87 

L&er 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Forest Standard 780. Change 'avoided' to 'prohiblted' 

The wording has been changed to 'prohibited' 

Letter 4038 Replace the fourth paragraph on page 2-13 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following. 'In order to 
manage and enhance riparian-dependent resources, most riparian areas are contained In Management Area 
18 Exceptions are wilderness, roadless areas recommended for wilderness study, and developed recreation 
areas where legal or adminisirative mandates restrict activi?f Most riparian areas are actively managed to 
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Response 

provide self-sustaining habltats that attain and maintain the desired future condition for riparian dependent 
resources IntermrUent streams are managed to protect or enhance downstream riparian-dependent resources.' 

In the Revised Pian, Management Area 18 includes all riparian areas except existing wilderness, roadless areas 
recommended for wilderness, and the Lmle Laurel Run Research Natural Area 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following: 'In any project 
water quallty is protected from nonpoint source pollution through the use of standards that meet cr exceed 
preventive best management practices. Forest Standards 656 through 703 apply.' 

This section has been entirely rewritten. 

Change Standard 28 on page 2-29 of the Draft Reviaed Forest Plan to reed. 'New domestic or commercial u8es 
of water wnhin the natural area should not be permmed a 

Change Standard 73 on page 235 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Except for existing munlcipal water 
supplies, domestic or commercial uses of water Wnhin the natural are8 should be prohibned.' 

A standard was added. requiring that new special uses are Issued only where there is an overriding demonstrat- 
ed public need or benefd. 

Change Standard 27 on page 2-23 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Develop and Implement watershed 
improvement projects on areas where erosion Is man-caused ' 

The recommended rewording does not constitute a change to the standard. 

Add the new standard (tentatively numbered 26a) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under the 
heading 'Soil and Water'. 'Temporary guaging stations and instrument sheners may be established.' 

This standard Is not needed. Monitoring installations are assumed permitted, unless specifically prohiblted 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 28b) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading of 'Soil and Water' 'Monltoring activities may take place as necessary to establish a baseline for 
determining effects of land management on terrestrial or aquatic ecosystems.' 

This standard Is not needed. Monitoring Is an integral part of management throughout the Forest. 

Plan - Standard 353 indicates that new road construction can be located along rivers quallfylng for scenic river 
designation EPA is concerned that the construction, use and maintenance of these roads could potentially 
lower water quallty due to sedimentation and surface runoff of pollutants, in addltlon to destroying valuable 
riparian habltat. 

This standard says that new roads can parallel the river, but another standard requires that these roads be 
located outsidethe riparian area unless anernate routes have been reviewed and rejected as more environmen- 
tally damaging 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Plan - Management Area 18 EPA generally discourages the construction of impoundments Such activlties 
must be in compliance with the appropriate state and federal regulations 

Standards state that impoundments are allowed on a case-by-case srte specdic evaluation d 401 certdication 1s 
obtained from the appropriate State Agency, that impoundments are discouraged on wild trout streams, and 
that construction of new flood control, hydroelectric. or water supply dams along rivers eligible for the National 
Wild and Scenic River System is discouraged 
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Letter 500 

Letter 1437 

Letter 2664 

Letter 2664 

Letter 2664 

Letler 2664 

Letter 2664 

Letter 2664 

Letter 2664 

Letter 2665 

Letter 3660 

Lener 3660 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

In MA 16, the standard (p 2-113) provides for entry cycles of 5 10 10 years Because of the wildlne speclee 
encouraged in this management area, we suggest no specIIlcatlnn as to entfy cyctes. 

In MA15, the Draft Pian proposes to double the road density, please do not let the road density exceed one mile 
per thousand. This Is perfectly adequate for turkey habitat. Une 554 suggests that areas now classMed SPNM 
will become SPM Please keepthese areas SPNM and do not change them to SPM. In line 555, the Draft Plan 
states that 'Motorized use Is allowed where It doesn't confllctwllh Indicator species obJeclives.'This would seem 
to condone use of nonsystem roads. Please restrict all public motorired use to open System roads 

the rotationagesforeven-agedsyatemsasllstedlnthe DraRPlanforMAsl4andl5for landssuitablefortimber 
production are unacceptable l o  the # T F  

Rotation age Is afactor in determlnlng the amount of suitable acres and the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) The 
low end of the rotation age range should be reduced to allow more opportunnles for timber sales, wildlne habnat 
management and vegetative diversity 

The VWTF Is pleased to see Indications that water sources may be provided at 1/2 mile Intervals where needed 
We recommend further that this standard be modnled to. Four water sources will be provided per square mile, 
and that this standard be applied Forest wide except In Congressional designated wllderness areas. 

Spring seeps are extremely Important to the wild turkey, other wlldllfe species, and Vegetative dlverslty The 
standards and guidelines in the Draft Plan are not acceptable to the VWTF. and we recommend that the GWNF 
adapt the standards and guideilnes used by the Monongahela National Forest. 

Standard 560. 'Closed roads are seeded to preferred wildllfe food.' should be changed to say, 'Closed roads 
are seeded with grasses, forbs and legumes to provide moderate herbaceous growth and associated Insect 
populatlons. Fescue is not permmed.' 

Standard 572 for MA 15 states, 'The average size of openings Is 10 acres, with a maximum of 15 acres' The 
# T F  believes this should be changed to an average of 15 acres and maximum of 25 acres. This will also 
influence suitabillty, ASQ, make sales more economical and beneflt wildllfe species that require early succes- 
sion habitat. The 10-1 5 acres limitation Is unnecessarily restrictive and the opportunltlesto provide larger cuning 
unb, d desired, should be available. 

The VWTF recommends [that] standard 15621 be amended to read: 'At least one permanent opening (1-5) acres 
will be provided ....., and maintained by the GWNF andVDGIF.The openingswill be seeded w ~ h  grasses, forbs 
and legumes to provide herbaceous growth and associated insect populations Fescue is not permmed ' 
Existing permanent openings should be maintained and commitments to expand permanent wildlife openings 
should be made in this plan. 

Human treatments cannot restore any areas to a natural state, only to a human-manipulated state. (Plan, 2-27) 

Mlnimum clearcut size in MA 16 should be 10 acres Max should be 15-20 ac 

Forest Standard 1023 some insurance companies require ail snags to be felled as a safety precautlon 

Wildllfe habltat Improvement projects should be permmed in Management Area 1 

Add a new heading under Management Area 14 entitled 'Purpose' with the following text This Management 
Area will emphasize the following' Primary. - Remote quality habitat for black bear and other wlldllfe species 
intolerant of disturbance - A conhnuing supply of hard mast from aider trees. Secondaly - A semi-prlmttive 
non-motorized recreational environment will be featured . Various silvicultural systems and other forms of 
vegetative manipulation are used to achieve wildlife objectives * 

Change the wording under 'Desired Future Condition' in Management Area 14 to read as follows. 'Emphasis 
In this Management Area will focus on manipulation of the natural occurring tree species composition to 
optimize hard mast production. age class distribution and ensure a continuous mast supply. Normal forest 
management actlvkles will be used to achieve vegetative diversity that will enhance the habitat of black bear 
and such species as bobcat, fisher, rockvole. barred owl end blackcapped chickadee Bear populations will 
increase and stabilize Management activlties will contribute to the Forest's timber goal Roads and trails will 
provide access into this Management Area for administrative and management purposes, including transporta- 
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tion of forest products Public motorized vehicle use will be controlled All permanent roads will be constructed 
to the lowest standard possible. Most roeds will be seeded to wildlife f d s  when closed to vehicle traffic The 
even-aged slivicunural system is the accepted form of ember harvdng to achieve age 01858 distribution and 
regenerate shadstolerant mast tree species The uneven-age silvicultural system will be applied whin 114 mile 
of open roads wlthin or bordenng this Mgmt Area All lands wlthin this Mgmt. Area are considered suitable for 
habltat manipulation ' 

Management Area 9. Roads 279 . Change to. 'No new road construction is permilted except for mineral 
exploration 8 development & wildlife hebltat development to achieve habitat objectives. Exlstlng roads may 
continue to be used ' 

Management Area 14 Forest Standard 1019 -Add this as a general standard for this enbre Management Area 

Management Area 15 Wildllfe MI -Change to 'Public vehicular acceas is controlled from April 15 to August 
15' 

Management Area 15 Roads 558 -This standard should be deleted. 

Management Area 15 Roads 557 - Reword as follows. 'Open roads and vehicular trails are limlted to no more 
than 112 mile per compsrlment or 1,ooO acres, whichever is less This applies to FS specified roads listed on 
the transportation system All other roeds are closed to all motorized vehicles except for administrative or 
emergency purposes.' 

Management Area 16 Forest Standards 1005 8 1019, dealing wlth spacing of regeneration cuts and quiet time 
between major projects, are NOT NEEDED in this Management Area We therefore recommend deletion of these 
standards. 

Change the wrlte-up under 'Desired Future Condltion' in Management Area 16 to read 'This management area 
will be a mosaic of stands of predominately hardwood trees and understories that provide habltat for a variety 
of wildilfe species Stands will very in size, shape, height and species composition depending on the silvicuitur- 
al system applied. Vegetation would average 70 to 120 years of age with a mosaic of small openings. Normal 
forest management activnies will be used to improve vegetative diversiiy, which will enhance habltat for eariy 
successional wildllfe Management activities will contribute to the Forest's timber goal Licensed motorized and 
nonmotorized recreation opportunlties are provided Both even-aged and uneven-aged silvicunural systems 
may occur, wlth the uneven-aged system applied wlthin 114 mile of open roads The even-age silvicuitural 
system will predominate to achieve timber age class dtverslty end regenerate shadsintolerant mast tree 
species Roads will be constructed to the lowest std. possible and seeded to wildllfe foods after activlties are 
completed All lands wlthin this MA are considered sunable for habitat manipulation ' 

Add the following to Management Area 16 under the new heading 'Purpose'. 'This Management Area will 
emphasize the following. Pnmaty'- Enhance or maintain habitatforvnldlife species that prefer early succession- 
al habltats and tolerant of disturbances, such as ruffed grouse and deer Secondary.. Rotations of 120 years 
or less wlth a mosaic of small openings - Hard and son mast trees and shrubs for mast production, scenic and 
lumber attributes. 

Management Area 16' Timber 584. We recommend rotation age changes as follows' Upland Hardwood -60 
to 120, Cove Hardwoods * 60 to 120, end Scarlet Oak 60+ 

Management Area 16. Roads ~ Add another NEW standard [tentatively numbered 581bI 'Roads are closed 
unless seasonal use 18 compatible wlth the habltat management objective 

Management Area 18 Wildllfe 707 - Change to 'Management activlties are conducted to enhance riparian. 
dependent species In riparian areas adjacent to intermment streams, management activlties can be conducted 
to beneflt upland wildlife species if riparian resources are not impaired ' 

Management Area 14 Standard 544 - Delete this standard 

Management Area 14 Standard 538 - Change to 'Permanent wildlife openings may be created if needed to 
meet habltat management objectives ' 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 
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Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3728 

Management Area 14 Standard 533 - Change to 'Closed roads ere seeded to preferred wildlne foods.' 

Management Area 14. Standard 532 - This should be deleted 

Management Area 14 Standards 536.537, 539 - Retain these for the entire management area 

Management Area 14' Tlmber 546 -Add mscarlet oak 70+' to the list of rotation ages 

Management Area 14 Timber 543 (Grapevine Control) - Should be applied to the entire management area 

Management Area 17 Apply Forest Standard 1019 (Quiet Period) to this management area 

Management Area 16. Wildlife -Add the following NEW standard (tentatively numbered M a )  'Normal habltat 
development projects will be used to meet wlidlde objectives in this management aree' 

Management Area 16 Wildllfe 588 - Delete and change to the following. The Forest strwes to maintaln at least 
5% of the area in grassy or herbaceous openings Clearings of early successional vegetation ere provided wlth 
an abundance of grass, forbs and browse.' 

Management Area (8. Wildlde 587 - Add 'If needed to meet habltat objectives.' 

Management Area 17'Wildlne- Add a new standard [tentatively numbered 61Oal' 'Normal habltat development 
projects will be used to meet wiidlde objectives in this management area' 

Management Area 17. Wildlde 609 - Delete and replace with the following 'Clearings of early succe88ionaI 
vegetation are provlded with an abundance of grass, forbs and browse At least 5% of the management area 
will be maintained in permanent openings ' 

Management Area 1 5  Forest Standard 1025 -Change 30% to 45% in orderto achieve a 135-year rotatton. 

Management Area 14' Standards not addressed In these comments should remain as they are stated in the Pian 
as long as they apply to the entire Management Area. 

Management Areas 14 and 15. Add a new standard [tentatively numbered 547b and 574~1 which reads' 
'Conversion of hardwood stands to pine is not permtted ' 

Management Areas 14 and 15 Add a new standard [tentatively numbered 547a and 573eI which reads: 
'Clearcuts can range in slze up to 25 acres, usually averaging 20 acres.' 

Management Areas 14 and 15 Add a new standard [tentatively numbered 546a and 571al which reads: The 
amount of area regeneration per entry will generally be 112% per year up to a maximum of 8% of the sultable 
land base for timber production in NF ownership within a compartment.' 

Management Areas 14 and 15 Add a new standard [tentatively numbered 532b and mb ]  which reads' 'When 
any Forest Roads are opened to public vehicles, a seasonal closure of the period April 15 to August 15 will be 
enforced for such roads.' 

Management Area 15' Recreation 556 - Replace with the following 'Public motorized travel will be seasonally 
prohibited (April 15 through August 15) to protect wildlife habitat objectives' 

Management Area 16' Timber 585 -Change to the following. 'Regeneration harvest cuts can range in size up 
to 30 ac, usually averaging 25 ac for deer and 15 ac or less for grouse. For clearcuts over 25 acres, maYlmize 
edge by irregularly shaping un11s.' 

Management Area 1 5  Timber 571 . Add 'scarlet oak 70+' to the list of rotation ages. 

Management Area 15' Wildllfe 582 - Change to' 'Permanent wiidide openings may be created, d needed, to 
meet habitat management objecthres ' 

Management Area 16' Roads- Add the following NEW standard [tentatively numbered 581a].'Open roads and 
vehicular trails are limited to no more than 2 miles per compartment (approximately 1,oOO acres).' 
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Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3726 

Management Area 16 Roads 580 ~ Change 'multiple use objectives' to wildlife management objectives. 

Management Area 16' Recreation 578 -Add semi-primltive subclass 2 an an option This option (subclass 2) 
gives the land manager an opportunity i o  close roads to meet particular wildlife habitat objectives. 

Management Area 1 5  Roads - Add the following NEW standard [tentativeiy numbered 5586 which reads. 
'Newly constructed roads are closed to the public unless seaaonal eccess for hunting or fishing 1s needed: 
however, specified open road denslties will be malntained at all times ' 

Management Area 16 Forest Standards 993,994 and 995. Delete these 3 standards Add the following new 
Forest Standard. The decision document for any project should determine the appropriate siivlcuitural method 
and method of cming to mest the goals, objectives and desired future condition wlthln this management area: 

Management Area 16' Forest Standard 1027. This should be deleted from this management area d the sunabie 
lend base is being considered 

Management Area 16 Forest Standard 1024 ~ Change 1% to 8% of the sultabie land base forthls management 
area This conforms to a 12Gyear rotation wlth lOyear entry cycles. 

Add the following to Management Area 16 under the heading 'Area Description' 'Lands within this manege 
ment area have the basic requlrements of the habltat needs for deer, grouse, prairie warbler. chestnut-sided 
warbler and New England cottontail Both motorized and nonmotorized recreation opportunities may be 
provided. Only licensed motorized use will occur on open roads Any new or reconstructed roads will be the 
lowest TSL standard needed to accomplish wildltfe objectives, while providing adequate protection to other 
resources ' 

Management Area 15 Standard 573. Change to 'Regeneration openings can range In size up to 25 acres, 
usually averaging 20 acres 

Management Area 15. Forest Standard 1019 -Add as a general standard for this entire Management Area 

Change the wording under 'Desired Future Condltion' in Management Area 15 to read. 'Emphasis in this 
management area will focus on the manipulation of the natural occurring tree species to optimize hard mast 
production, age class distribution and ensure e continuous mast supply Normal forest management activlties 
will be used to improve vegetative diversity which will enhance the habltat of the wild turkey Populations will 
Increase and stabilize Management activlties will contribute to the Forest's timber goal Roads and trails will 
provide access into this management area for administrative and management purposes including transporta- 
tion of forest products Public motorized use will be controlled, but seasonal openings may occur depending 
upon management direction Roads will be constructed to the lowest standard possible and seeded to wildlde 
foods afler activities are completed. Even-age and uneven-aged systems will be used, butthe even-age system 
will predominate to achieve timber age class diversity and regenerate shade-intolerant mast tree species 
Uneven-age system will be used within 114 mile of open roads wlthin or bordering this MA All lands within this 
MA are considered suitable for habltat manipulation.' 

Add e new heading under Management Area 15 entltled 'Area Description' which reads as follows' 'Lands 
wlthin this MA have the basic requirements of the habitat needs for wild turkey. squirrel and many other species 
requiring similar habltat Most roads are closed to public motorized traffic, but a few may be open seasonally 
to achieve mgt objectives A variety of non-motorized recreational activities will occur including hunting, 
fishing, hiking, dispersed camping and mountain biking Any new or reconstructed road will be the IowestTSL 
standard needed to accomplish wiidltfe objectives while providing adequate protection of other resources. 
Limlted public motorized use will be seasonally allowed August 16 through April 14 to protect habltat during 
critical nesting end brook rearing periods ' 

Add a new heading under Management Area 15 entltied 'Purpose' which reads as follows This Management 
Area will emphasize the following Primaty . Remote qualiiy habltat for wild turkey and such species as 
chipmunk, smoky shrew, biuejay and wood thrush, tolerant of infrequent disturbances and favoring en environ- 
ment wrth small openings - Continuing supply of hard mast from a more mature forest with interspersed small 
herbaceous openings Secondaty .A semi-primltive non-motorized or semi-primltive motorized (SPM2, SPM1) 
recreational environment will be featured depending on mgmt goals end objectives . Various siivicuitural 
systems and other forms of vegetative manipulation are used to achieve wildllfe objectives 
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Letter 3728 Management Areas 14and15Thevegetationdiversitygoalof5% inpermanentopeningsand5% inoldgrowth 
stands should be the DFC of this Management Area. 

Management Area 1 4  Roads 531 - Open roads and vehicular trails are limned to no more than 114 mila per 
compartment or loo0 ac, whichever is leas This applies to FS spectlied roads listed on the transpottailon 
system. All other roads are closed to ail motorized vehicles except for administrative or emergency p u r p e s  

ManagementArea9 Add another NEW standard [tentatively numbered 278al as follows: 'Public motorked use 
is not allowed on any new temporary or spectlied road built for mineral exploration and development andlor 
wildlife habnat developments ' 

Management Area 9 Add a new standard [teniatively numbered 291 b] as follows: 'Waterholes and other water 
developments may be created at 1/2-mile l n t e ~ a i ~  ii needed ' 

Add a new heading under Management Area 14 entkled 'Area Description'to read esfollows: 'Lands wnhin this 
Management Area have the basic requirements of the habttat needs for black bear, pileated woodpecker, and 
many other species requiring the same habnat. Most roads are closed to motorized travel by the public Avariety 
of non-motorized recreational activdies will occur such as hunting, fishing, hiking and dispersed camping. Any 
new or reconstructed roads will be of the lowest standard needed to accomplish wildltfe objectives whlle 
providing adequate protection to other resources. 

Management Area 9. Wildlde - Add a NEW siandard [tentatively numbered 291 a]' 'Normal habnat development 
projects will be used to meet wildltfe objectives in this Mgmt. Area' 

Management Area 9 The following is a recommended 'purpose' for this MA. The 'description' and 'desired 
future condition' should conform to this purpose statement 'Purpose' This Mgmt Area will emphasize the 
following Primary' - A  semi-primdive non-motorized setting wlth a variety of dispersed recreational activdies. - 
Wildlde species that prefer a minimum of disturbance and older vegetation. Secondary. - A largely natural. 
undisturbed, remote environment. - Old growth timber stands will be the normal environment throuphout this 
Mgmt Area' 

'Regeneration openings can range in size up totwenty-five acres, usually averaging around 20 acres', p 2-108. 
This is too open-ended, allowing the FS to log desirable stands under the thinly veiled stated purpose of 
(managing) 'to maintain or enhance wildltfe habitar, p. 2-105 

Lener 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

'Permanent wildide openings may be created - at least one 1 acreto 5 acre opening per 1 W acre area' p. 2-107. 
[Suggested minimum area requirements to maintain the presence of these species are 15 acres for the 
ovenbird, 370 acres for the worm-eating warbler, and 4W acres for the pileated woodpecker ] 

MA15 'timber harvesting' is not compatible with maintaining a more 'mature forest environmenr as stated in 
the purpose. p. 2-109 

Resurrect original road mileage densities at 114 mile per 1oW acres -'Bear' habltat 1 mile per loo0 acres ~ 

Turkey' habltat There may be atechnical means of correcting some problem areas relative to road densities 
by not running these MA boundaries all the way tothe edge of a road This determination should be rendered 
by the forest ecologists and biologists so as not be abused 

Pg 2-1 10, [Standard] #558 - When open roads are in excess of 1 mile per thousand acres forest officers close 
roads to reduce the mileage of the open roads to bring area into compliance 

Pg 2-1 12, [Standard] #573 -The size of openings 15 - 10 acres maximum 

Pg 2-113, MA 16 - Road locations and densities should meet wildlife habdat needs. (Remove 'timber access' 
wording) 

Pg 2-64. [Standard] #291 .No addltional wildlife improvements that require roadbuilding orlimber halvesting. 

Pg 2-1 15, [Standard] #588. How does #588 at 2% openings compare wlth pg 2-1 13 second sentence - The 
forest strives to maintain st least 5% in grassy or herbaceous openings.' 
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Letter 3840 

L&er 3840 

Letter 3848 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Leiter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4038 

Pg 2-1 10, [Standard] X557 - Retain road denslties at 1 mile per 1003 acres 

MA 14 ~ Road Density 114 mile p r  thousand acres - close exlsttng roads to bring into compliance No 
commercial timbering operations All MA 14 lands unsultable for timber produotion Change p. 2-107 Y538 to 
read 1 to 5 acre clearing per 320 acres Change pg 2.107 X537 to. No herbicide ireatmenb to be used to 
maintain wildlife openings Il sultable lands are retained In MA 14 area change 2-108 X544 to' Can bum only 
for speclfic wildltfe purposes not sihricultural purposes 2.108 X547 - regeneratton openings can range In ske 
up to 10 acres maximum (should be smaller than turkey). 

4 In area 8 the lad paragraph on page 2-50 and the first paragraph on 251 could be construed as contrary to 
the interests of hunting and fishing, especially the wording that' the forces of natural seiectlon and sulvival 
rather than human actions determine what numbers of wlldllfe species exist' We would like to see this 
modlfied to state that huntmg and fishing are allowed within the appropriate regulations of Virginia (and West 
Virginia). 

Pian' Page 2-19, Paragraphs 5,6,8 7 The habltat characteristics of these areas should be emphasized, rather 
than the wildlife species (e g,, black bear, wild turkey, ruffed grause) that use these areas For example, the 
desired future condltion of a management area should be hhb@Y-based and supports a variety of assoclated 
species Highlighting a single game species for an area (although used only as an example) does ltttle to 
promote a blodwerstty message. 

MA 4. [Standards] 48 8 58 Add - No commercial, salvage or game wildltfe improvement, except for timber 
hawesting shall occur 

MA 9. [Standard] 291 Maintaining existing wildltfe improvements and allowing addltlonal Improvements 
contradicts 'allowing physical and biological processes to operate wlth minimum intewention.' 

MA 14' [Standard] 531 You are emphasizing remote habitat for bear in this MA. Bears need areas wlth no or 
few roads to minimize disturbances. We need to keep 114 road mlle/lOOO acres 

MA 6 [Standard] 11 1 I question the need for wlldllfe clearings along the AT. 

MA 14. [Standards] 537 & 8 Permanent wildltfe openings in bear habltat in the existing plan are not required 
We should keep the same standard Wildlde openings can be created (one 15 acrell60 acres) lf there are not 
current openings in the form of right-of-ways, blowdowns, etc We need to recognize natural occurring opening. 

MA 15 [Standard] 557 You are emphasizing habltat for turkey in this MA We need to keep 1 road mile1100 
acres 558 Road denstty as in 557 Instead of 'look for opporlunlties lo reducethe mileage of open roads', could 
you say 'will reduce the mileage of open roads' 562 Include natural occurring events such as blowdowns as 
a source of 1-5 acre openings. 

MA 16. [Standard] 2-113 'Roads constructed for timber hawesting'. This Management Area 1s wildltfe drwen, 
so why are we building roads for only timber hawesting? 

[Standards] 1026 8 1027 These percentages appear to be low for a minimum Maps showing the existing 
classes are needed and should be made available for public comment. 

[ForestStandard] 1019 Remove'locatedin MA14,15,816~ThIsshouldapplytoanyareasultableforcutUng 
MA 17 has more sultable acres than 14 or 16 

Pg. 2-171 [Standard] 989 This [standard] should not be deleted from the pian. 

MA 15 [Standard] 573 Opening size limltedto 5 acres Turkeys only need the openings for grasshopper during 
one stage of growth 

MA 14 [Standard] 547 Openings in bear habltat provide a place of thick growth for bears to attempt to hide 
from dogs. A IOacre opening is a big thicket to hide in Delete the 25 acre openings. 

Replace the second paragraph under Management Area 16 on page 2-1 13 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth 
This area is characterized by a mosaic of habitat types ranging from mature stands to early succe68ional 
habltat, wlth younger stages of vegetation being favored The Forest strives to maintain at least 2% of the area 
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in permanent grassy or herbaceous openings. at least 1015% of the area in regeneration (0 to 10 year age 
clam), et least 1015% in saplings (1 1 to20 year age class) and at least 1015% in young polesized hardwoods 
(21 to 30 year age class).' 

Delate the third paragraph under Management Area 16 on page 2-113 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 

Change Standard 539 on page 2-107 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read Water sources are developed 
up to 4 per square mile, d needed to meet wiidida habltai ob@lves ' 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2-19 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian with the foilowing 'Unfragmented 
habnat. The desired future condltlon is to retain wilderness and wilderness study areas as unfragmented habitat 
Additional unfragmented habltatcan be found in ManagementAreas4,9, and 13. Forest managers are sensitive 
to opportunities for providing additional unfragmented habltats within the framework of the ObiectNes of the 
adjoining management areas ' 

Replace lhe sixih paragraph on page 2-19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following 'Management 
Area 15 emphasizes quailty habnat for species that favor a more mmure forest environment with small, 
herbaceous cleanngs and freedom from disturbance, such as summer tanager, northern parula, black-billed 
cuckoo, wild turkey, gray squirrel, raccoons, etc.' 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Lmer 4038 

Letter 4038 

Leiter 4038 

Add a new eighth paragraph on page 2-19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 'Management Area 17 emphasizes 
quailty habitat for a diversity ofwildlfe species which benefit from aforest environmentwlth vanous age classes 
distributed throughout, such as deer, wild turkey, ruffed grouse, whippoor-will. great-crested flycatcher, grey 
squirrel, etc ' 

Replace the seventh paraqraph on page 2-19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following 'Management 
Area 16 emphasizes qual$ habltat for wiidlde speciesthat prefer early successional habkata and can tolerate 
a moderate level of humah disturbance, such as ruffed grouse, loggerhead shrike. bewlck's wren. WhiD-Door- 
will, great crested flycatcher, golden-winged warbler, etc' 

ManagemehArea4 - Add the following paragraph to page 2-27 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan as the second 
paragraph under Desired Future Condition 'Special Interest Areas are protected agalnst aclivlties that directly 
or indirectly modiy natural processes. The establishment and maintenance of certain vegetative communltles 
is permttled through prescribed burning or other proven means of controlling natural succession.' 

Management Area 4. Add the following paragraph to page 2-27 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan as the first 
paragraph under Desired Future Condition 'The existence of exemplary examples of genetic, species, and 
landscape diversity, and the condition of the existing vegetation are the main reasons for designation of a site 
as a Biological or Zoological Special Interest Area. The existing ecosystem wlthin a Special interest Areawiil be 
the result of the malntenance or re-esiablishment of natural ecological processes Species which favor vegeta- 
tion influenced by natural environmental and ecological processes will predominate In the areas where this 
management designation is applied ' 

Management Area 4 - Change the fourth paragraph on page 2-27 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 
'Individual implementation schedules are developed for each of the Special Biological Areas. R is estimated that 
between 100 acres and 303 acres per year may need to be treated to maintain or restore these areas to a natural 
state The primary treatment method is prescribed burning Other treatments may include elimination, or control 
of exotic non-native species, selectively removing individual trees to provide light gaps to increase sunlight to 
the understory.' 

Management Area 4 on page 2-25 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. The stated acreage figure of 53,900 acres 
for lands wlthin this management area category is too low The Division of Natural Heritage has nominated 
60,665 acres on the national forest for SIA and RNA designation. This Management Area should also include 
candldate RNAs, as well as Special Interest Areas and existing RNAs The list on page 2-26 should include 
Craig Creek Shale Barren, Pines Chapel Pond, and Slabcamp/Bearwallow Change the name 'The Knobs' on 
this list to 'Sister Knobs' 

Replace the fourth paragraph on page 2-17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following. 'Approximately - % of the sulteble land lies in three management areas (Management Area 14, 15, and 16) where tlmber 
harvesting is used to menipuiate the habitat to beneflt a diversity of species and where less public access is 
Drovided ' 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Add a new ff ih paragraph on page 2-20 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 'Management and recovery plans for 
PETS species will be prepared and implemented In adddion. site management plans for rare species habbts 
will be prepared and implemented. To develop a proactive approach for identiiying and protectlng the blologi- 
cal diversiiy of the forest, funding will be provided for the survey. research, mondoring, and management of 
species of concern.' 

Replace the first paragraph on page 2-20 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following 'A varieiy of 
treatment methods are ulllized to create habltat for wlldllfe species. Quallty hunting opportunltlea are provided 
in areas ranging from well accessed to remote ' 

Replace the ninth paragraph on page 2-19 d the DraU Revised Forest Plan wHh the following tenth parapreph 
'Waterfowl habitat enhancement is emphasized in and around [Hidden Valley,] Lake Moomaw and other 
impoundments Nest opportunliies for the wood duck are Increased wHhin riparian areas.' 

Change Standard 65 on page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Limited non-motorized dispersed 
recreation use of an RNA is permissible, but should not be encouraged Any form of recreational u8e that 
Interferes wlthlhe purposesfor which the RNAwasestabliahed should be prohiblted Trail maintenance should 
be kept to a minimum necessev for safety end protection of the natural area ' 

Change Standard 61 on page 294 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Existing and candidate RNA's are 
managed to meet a visual qualty objective of presewalon * 

Change Standard €0 on page 2.34 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Research, study, observations, 
monltoring, management, and education activlties that are genere.ly nondestructive and generally nonmanipu- 
lative can occur Unmoditied conditions and natural processes are maintained to illustrate for research and 
educational purposes the important forest types and natural communities ' 

Add thethird paragraph under'Desired Fuiure Condltion' on page243 dthe DraURevised ForestPlanto read: 
Visdors to a Research Natural Area could expect to see representatode examples of the natural communities of 
the region Motorized access. roads, trails. signs. and fences may exist d they speclfically contrlbule to the 
management obiectlves or protection of the area Exotic plants and animals should be removed to the extent 
practical.' 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2.20 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following The Forest 
increases wildlife viewing and environmental educationlawereness programs. Nesting boxes, in and around 
recreation areas, along with short interpret,vo trails and small r*lldflower/wildlife viewing meadows will be 
developed This development takes place primarily in Managemont Areas 7. 12 and 13, but may take place 
within most management areas as opportun.tios occur' 

Remove the second paragraph on page 2-20 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Move the Fisheries write-up on page 24, the Wildlite writeup on pages 2-19 and 2-20 and the Threatened, 
Endangered. or Sensitive Species wrlte-up on pages 2.20 and 2-21 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to page 23 
under the new heading 'Biological Resourccs' Refer to pages 3 thru 6 of tho Commonwealth of Virginia 
comments for the correct ordering of the paragraphs. 

Letter 4038 Change the second paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-33 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
to read 'Research Natural Areas may be manipulated d specllically prescribed iniheChid's RNA establishment 
report RNA's are protected against activities that directly or indirectly modify natural processes The establish- 
ment and maintenance of certain vegetative communities is permitted through prescribed granng, burning or 
other proven means of controlling natural succession ' 

Change the existing fourth paragraph on page 2-62 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to a new sMh paragraph 
that reeds 'Lmie evidence of other users and low interaction between users occurs Facilities of a primitive 
nature may be present to protect the resource and safety of visitors Visitors could normally expect to view those 
species requiring old growth environments and low levels of disturbance Biological Interests are the primary 
concern in this management area and conflicts between biological resources of the slte and proposed manage- 
ment activltiee or user groups are resolved in favor of biological resources ' 

Change the existing sixth paragraph to page 2-62 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to a new fmh paragraph that 
reads 'Stands of old growth forest types are not manipulated Biologioai diverslty is maintained in portions of 

Letter 4038 

M e r  4038 
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this management area by ujsa of limited wlldlne management practlces, such as prescribed burnlng and 
uneven-aged forest management, where necessary to achieve blologlcal habitat objectives. The amount of 
management aaivity occurrlng at one time may not exceed what would naturally occur through flre, blow- 
downs, do.. generally acknowledged as 5%. Mher portlons of the management area. where management Is not 
necessary to achieve Mologlcal objectives, remain In a natural condltlon, end provide mlgrallon conidon and 
other h a b h . '  

Add the following new fourth paragraph to page 2-62 of the Drdl Revlsed Forest Plan: 'In order to malntaln 
biological diversity and to provide for early successional h a b h  that hlstorlcally occurred In this management 
area (through flre, blowdowns, disease, etc.), and that today are not allowed to occur naturally, minimal 
management Is needed to provide for these habitats ' 

Change the thlrd paragraph on page 2-62 of the Dr& Revlsed Forest Plan to read 'The ecosystem Is generally 
the resuit of natural succession and biological processes. Natural successlon could eventually resuft In an older 
forest of predominately shade-tolerant vegetatlon In much of this area Species preferring mature vegstatlon or 
the late successional stages of vegetation predomlnate In older age forests 

Change the second paragraph on page 262 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'In these areas biological 
concerns predomlnate and other uses are subordinate to these concerns: 

Change the first paragraph on page 2-62 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'This 196,5M-acra manage- 
ment area contains some of the more remote areas on the Forest These 'Remote Highlands' are managed to 
provide late successional stages cf vegetation for species requiring mature habltat The environment can be 
maintained in a near-natural state where physical and blological processes predomlnate and minimal manage 
men1 OCCUR. These areas provide migration corridors for natural movement of species between habHat types 
and large blocks of undisturbed habitat In this management area recreatlonisb can obtaln a degree of solltude, 
however the degree of Isolation from the sights and sounds of human activlty 1s less than that associated with 
wilderness.' 

Delete Standard 149 on page 2-46 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Change Standard 148 on page 2-46 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan to read Wildllfe habitat Improvement 
activities are performed to enhance viewing and fishing oppotiunlties Watchable' wildlife species habitat 
enhancement 1s performed In accordance wlth a visual quality appropriate for the demonstrated management 
practice ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatlvely numbered 507a) on page 2.103 of the Revised Drafl Forest Plan 
under the heading Wildlrfe'. 'Open land habltats are very limlted on the Forest These areas offer the prlmary 
opportunlty for the Forest to manage for species preferring grassland type habitats, and therefore are crtlcal 
areas for wlldlde management. When current agricultural leases expire, future leases will provide for expanded 
wildlde habitat devetopments. These areas would add valuable habltat for numerous wlldlrfe sDecles. as well 
as increase the opportunities for watchable wlldlde programs ' 

Replace Standard 507 under Wlldlde' on page 2-103 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth' 'Wildlife lmprove- 
ments may be maintained and migratory waterfowl management areas may be expanded at Hidden Valley: 

Change the fourth paragraph under 'Recreational Rivers' on page 2-71 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 
Qrazing Is maintained on some 240 acres and five pastures to enhance biological values ' 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Delete Standard 3 s  on page 2-69 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 3256) on page 269 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
underlhe heading 'Witdlife' 'Shallowwaterfowl lmpoundmenlswll be permmed where they do not confllctvvlth 
the crlterla for National River candidacy ' 

Change Standard 232 on page 2-68 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'Wildlde hebltat Improvement 
actlvitles are performed to enhance viewing and hunting cpportunltles Waterfowl, woodcock, and 'watchable' 
wildllfe species habdai enhancement is performed in accordance with a visual quality objective of retention.' 

LeUer 4038 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

LetWr 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Change Standard 322 on page 2.68 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read T h e  corridor Is managed in a way 
that provides hahhat for waterfowl. 'watchable' wildlife species. woodcwk, and ather riparian dependent 
species ' 

Add the following new standard (tentairfely numbered 29e) to page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading Wlldlife'~ Wildllfe stand improvement WSB utrluing non-timber h a ~ e s t  methods Is allowed to 
meet biological objectives 

Add the followlng new standard (tentatively numbered 4038) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'WiMllfe' 'ME& producing species will be planted when lt is determiwd that natural regeneration will not 
provide adequate future mast sources Mast producing species may be planted in permanent wildllfe clearing 
to increase mast diversity Non-invaswe tree and shrub species will be used whenever practical ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 4031) on pnge 264 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan under 
'Wiidllfe' 'Trees and shrubs wlth a high value for wildlife habltat will be encouraged and maintained by 
planting, reieam, pruning, fertilizing and grafting Non-invasive tree and shrub species will be used whenaver 
practical.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatnrety numbered 4034 on page 284 of the Or& Revised Forest Plen 
under Wildlife'. 'Grape arbors, oldhome sites, grass savannahs and spring seeps are mansgedto key wildlife 
areas. Prescrlbed burning and WSI are available to maintain the vegetative characteristics of these areas,' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 403p) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wiidllfe'. 'Prescribed burning should strive to create and maintain moderate herbaceous ground cover 
and abundant Insect populations Burning should be conducted in but not limited to ereas wlth slight slopes 
(<15%), moderate to high she indexes (60+), and low basal area (c or equal to 70) Conirolied buming In 
suttebie stands that have been thinned is preferred In ereas that cannot be maintained by mowing or other 
methods, annual burning can be employed' 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 4030) on page 2-84 of the Dratt Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife'. 'Prescribed burning is allowed to achieve wildlife objectives ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 403n) on page 284 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under 'Wiidllfe'~ 'Grapevine control is not allowed ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 403m) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under 'Wildlife'. 'Permanent wildlife clearings, grape arbors, old-home sites, grass savannahs, orchards and 
spring seeps will be inventoried and documented in the Forest data base * 

Addthefollowlng newstandard (tentatively numbered4031) on page2-84 ofthe DrattRevlsedForest Plan under 
Wiidilfe', 'Permanent wiidllfe clearings are not mainteined by mechanical chemical or burning means during 
the nesting season (AprilJune) ' 

Add the foilowing new standard (tentatively numbered 5341) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildlife' 'Grape arbors, old-home sties, grass savannahs, orchards and spring seeps are managed a8 
key wildlife areas. Prescribed burning and WSI are available to maintain the vegetative characteristlcs of these 
areas ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 53411) on page 2-106 of the Draft Management Plan 
under Wildlife' Prescribed burning should strive to create and maintain moderate herbaceous ground cover 
and abundant insect popuIations Control burning in sultable stands that have been thinned Is preferred in 
areas that cannot be ma-intained by mowing or other methods, annual burning can be employed' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534g) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildlife'. 'Prescribed burning is allowed to achieve wiidllfe objectives ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5340 on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife'. 'Grapevine control is not allowed,' 

Repeat Standard 563 (tentatively numbered 534e) under 'Wildllfe' on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 'Four water sources per square mile will be provided, if possible.' 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

LMer 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534d) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde" Permanent wildllfe clearings. grape arbors, old-home sbs. grass savannahs, orchards, and 
spring seeps will be inventorled and documented in the Forest data base.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5340) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde.' Permanent wildlife clearings are not maintained by mechanical chemical or burning means 
during the nesting season (ApriiJune) ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534b) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlie' Permanent wlldllfe clearings will be maintained periodically ' 

Change Standard 625 on page 2-12? of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'No grazing permb are issued 
wlthout adequate fenclng to protect riparian values ' 

Repeat Standard 1027 (tentatively numbered 6100) under Wildlife' on page 2-1 19 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 'At least 5 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the IS+ year class.' 

Repeat Standard 1M6 (tentatively numbered 610d) under Wildide' on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 'At least 10 percent of the Management Area should be maintained In the IW+ year class.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 610c) on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wlidllfe'. 'At least 25 percent of the Management Area should be maintained In the 70+ year class ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 610b) on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife' 'At least 50 percent of the Management Area should be maintained In the 50+ year age clnea.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 610s) on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildlife'. 'At least 5 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 1-10 year class which 
can occur as maintained openings, even-aged regeneration cut areas, or group selection cut areas' 

Replace Standard 610 on page 2.119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan w t h  'Grapevines and grape arbors 
provide valuable wildllfe food and cover and are usually associated with the better site Index areas on the 
Forest Therefore. grapevine management is reviewed on a case-by-case basis and requires the approval of the 
appropriate State/USFS wlldllfe bWogrsts Generally, control is only warranted when high qualliy timber will be 
significantly effected and when there is adequate grapevines and grape arbors present in surrounding stands. 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W8I) on page 2-119 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildllfe'. 'Firewood cutting in a closed timber sale cutting unlt may be permfled for up to two years 
foilowing the closure of the unlt in these areas, cutting will only occur during the period of August 15 to April 
15.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W k )  on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildllfe': 'Mast producing species will be planted when It is determined that natural regeneration will not 
provide adequate future mast sources Mast producing species may be planted In permanent wildide clearing 
to increase mast diversity. Non-invasive species are planted whenever praetical.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W8n on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildllfe" Trees and shrubs wHh a high value for wldllfe habltst will be encouraged and maintalned by 
planting, release, pruning, fertilizing and grafting Non-invasive species are planted whenever practical ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W8i) on page 2-1 19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildllfe': 'Grape arbors, old-home sltes, grass savannahs, orchards and spring seeps are managed as 
key wildlite areas Prescribed burning and WSI are available to maintain the vegetative characteristics of these 
areas ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W8h) on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife' 'Prescribed burning should strive to create and maintain moderate herbaceous ground cover 
and abundant insect populations Burning should be conducted in. but Is not limited to, areas wlth slight slopes 
(c15%), moderate to high site Indexes (70+), and low basal area (e or equal to 70). Controlled burning In 
sultsble stands that have been thinned is preferred In areas that cannot be maintained by mowing or other 
methods. annual burning can be employed ' 
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Repeat Standard 564 (tentatlve~ numbered 6M)g) under Wildlife' on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 'Prescribed burning Is allowed to achieve wildlne objectives ' 

Add the following new standard (1eniai.vely numbered WO on page 2-119 of the Draft Ravlsed Forest Pian 
under Wildlife': 'Permanent wildlife clearlngs. grape arbors, old-home sites, grass savannahs. orchards and 
spring seeps will be inventoried and documented In the Forest data base.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W e )  on page 2-1 19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife'. 'Permanent wildlife clearings are not maintained by mechanical chemical or burning means 
during the nesting season (ApriNune) * 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered a d )  on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wlldlde'~ 'Permanent wildlde clearings will be maintained periodically ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered W c )  on page 2-1 19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wlldlde'. 'All existong wildltfe developments (permanent wildltfe openings, waierholes. etc) are maln- 
talned ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered a b )  on page 2-1 19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildide" When permanent wildlde openings are less than 5% of the compartment area, Dlstrlci Rangen 
look for opportundtes to increase thls area Considerations for new clear.ngs should Include. a Distribution - 
Areas wnhout clearings or with poor distribution should be considered 86 priorny sltes b. Siie Ouaiity - PriomV 
should be gtven, bui Is not limtied to. areas wtih slight slopos (<t5%) and high sHe Indexes (770) c. Spacing - Clearings should be scattered throughout the compartment rather than clumped. d Size and Shape - Linear 
clearlngs, 1-2 chains (66132 feet) In width should be considered The area of the clearing can vary but should 
be at least 1 acre (66 feet x 660 feet) in size 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 608a) on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlde'. 'Ideally this management arm will provide at least 5% of the compartment area in permanent 
wildlde openings Areas that are maintained by burn.ng, road c.earings. landings, fields, special uses and 
private lands wlth forest openings may contribute to th.s total Regoneration areas are not counted as permenent 
openings' 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Delete Standard w9 on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Change Standard 608 on page 2-1 19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Four water sources may be 
provided per square mile, d needed' 

Change Standard 594 on page 2-1 17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Roads constructed for timber 
harvesting may be left open, closed or closed seasonally to proteci soil and water or to meetwildllfe objectives 

Repeat Standard 533 (tentatively numbered 593a) under 'Roads' an page 2-117 of the Draft Revised ForeSt 
Pian 'Closed roads are seeded wlth vegetation for wildllfe species Fescue is not seeded for wildlife.' 

Change the sixth paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 
The Forest strives to maintain permanent herbaoeous openings on at least 5% of this management area' 

Repeat Standard 1025 (tentatively numbered 587r) under 'Wlldlife'on page 2-115 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Pian. 'At least 30 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 70+ year class ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587q) on page 2-1 15 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife' 'At least 10 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 1-10 year class which 
can oocur as even-aged regeneration cut areas or group selection cui areas ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587p) on page 2-1 15 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Small (114 to 112 acre) plantings of native conder species may be created for thermal cover in 
winter ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5870) on page 2-1 15 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'If natural drumming logs are not present at the desired rate of one per acre, after timber 
harvests are complete, the District Rangers Strive to create potential drumming logs at this desired rate 
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Conslderatlons for new drumming logs should Include a. Dlstributlon - logs should be evenly dlaributed 
throughout the harvest unlt et a rate of I per acre b. Location - logs should be located on relatively level ground 
8ince grouse requlre a relatively tlat plaliorm on which to dlsplay. On slopes ( e m )  fell l q s  acro88 the slope 
lnaead of downdope to create a level surface. c Size and Shape - potential drumming logs should be 10 lnohes 
DBH or more In dlameter and at lead I2 feet In length. Trees should be out high, to provide a aump or snag 
38 feet above the bull of the log. Long lading specles such 118, looua, oak, hemlock are prelerred.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5874 on page 2-115 of the Drafi Rwlsed Fore& Plan 
under WlldlHe': 'Sultable drumming logs are consldered critical and llmltlng to rulled grouse wocisted wiul 
thls management area Natural or potential drumming logs will be provided for, at a rete of one per acre, In any 
tlmber haNed C u b '  

Add the following new standard (ientatbeiy numbered 587m) on page 2-1 15 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan 
under WlldlHe': 'Firewood culling In a closed timber eale cunlng unlt may be permitted for up to two years 
following the closure of the unh In these areas, cutting will only occur during the period of June 15 to April 15.' 

Add the following new standard (tentat~ely numbered 5870 on page 2-115 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wlldide'. 'Mast producing species will be planted when i l ls determined that natural regeneration will not 
provide adequate future mast sources. Mast producing species may be planted in permanent wildlHe clearings 
to Incream mast diversdy Non.inveswe tree and shrub specles will be used whenever practical.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587k) on page 2-115 of the Dran Revised Forest Plan 
under WldlHe': Trees and shrubs wth a high value lor wildlde habltat will be encouraged and maintained by 
planting. release. pruning. fertilizing and araftina Non4nvaslve tree and shrub soecles will be used whenever 
practical 

Add the following new standard (Ientatively numbered 5871) on page 2-115 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan 
under WildlHe': 'Grape arbors, old-home sltes. grass savannahs, orchards and spring seeps are managed as 
key wlldllte areas Prescribed burnlng and WSI are available to maintain the vegetative characteristics 01 these 
areas: 

Add the following new standard (tentat,vely numbered 5871) on page 2-115 of the hal t  Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde'~ 'Prescribed burning should strive to create and maintain moderate herbaceous ground cover 
and abundant insect populations In savannah type habltats or enhance frult and/or nut production In habitats 
such as blueberry or bear oak Priority should be given, but Is not limited, to burning areas wtth slight slopes 
(<15%), moderate to high site Indexes (W+), and low basal area (< or equal l o  70). Controlled burning In 
sultable stands that have been thinned is preferred In areas that cannol be maintained by mowing or other 
methods. annual burning can be employed' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587h) on page 2.115 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wddlife'. 'Prescribed burning is allowed to achiove wildiXe oblectivos.' 

Add the following new standard (tontatively numberod 587h) on page 2.1 15 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildide'. 'Prescrlbed burning IS allowed to achieve wildlife objectives.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5879) on page 2.115 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildlife'. 'Grapevine control is not allowed.' 

Add the foilow,ng new standard (tontativoly numberod 5879 on page 2-115 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife': 'Permanent wildlife clearings, grape arbors. old-home sdes, grass savannahs, orchards and 
sprlng soeps will be inventoried and documented in the Forest data base * 

Add tho following new standard (tentatively numbered 5876) on page 2-1 15 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan 
under 'Wildldo' 'Permanent wildllfe cloarmgs are not maintained by mechanical chemical or burning means 
during the nesting season (AprilJune) ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587dJ on page 2-115 o i  the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife' 'Permanent wildlde clearings will be maintomd periodically a 
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Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587c) on page 2.115 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildle'. 'All exisbng wildlde developments (permanent wildlde openings, waterholes, eic.) are main. 
tained ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 587b) on page 2-115 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Considerations for new clearings should include a. Dlsiributlon .Areas wlthout clearings or 
wrth poor distribution should be considered b. Site QualrIy ~ Priorily should be given to areas with alight dopes 
(<15%) and high slte indexes (>70) c Spacing - Clearings should be scattered out ralher than clumped. d 
Size and Shape - Linear clearings, 1-2 chains (66-132 feet) In width should be considered. The area of the 
clearing can vary but should be st least 1 acre (66 feet x 6w feet) in size ' 

Repeat Standard 562 (tentatively numbered 587s) under 'Wildlife' on page 2-115 of the Drafl Revised Forest 
Plan 'Forest Ofticars strive to provide st least 2% of the compartment area (So acres per 1,WO awes) in 
permanent wildlde openings Areas that are maintained by burning, road clearings. landings. fields, special 
uses and private lands wlth forest openings may contribute. Regeneration areas are not counted as permanent 
openings ' 

Delete Standard 588 on page 2-1 15 of the Drefl Revised Forest Plan. 

Replace Standard 587 on page 2-1 15 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan wdh. 'Four water sources per square mile 
will be provided for, if possible ' 

Repeat Standard 533 (tentatively numbered 579b) under 'Roads' on page 2-114 of the Drafl Revised Forest 
Plan 'Closed roads are seeded wlth vegetation for wildlife species Fescue is not seeded for wlldlde species ' 

Repeat Standard 531 (tentatively numbered 5796 under 'Roads' on page 2-1 14 of the Drafl Revised Forest 
Pian 'District Rangers will reduce fuiiiime open road denslties to less than 3 miles per 1 ,ooO acres. and strive 
to reach a goal of 2 miles per 1,WO acres, wlthin 5 years. Seasonally opened roads may exceed 3 mlles per 
1 ,ooO acres to meet biological management objectives, if approved by the appropriate State/USFS biologists 
This includes both Forest Sewice roads end roads administered by other agencies or by Individuals ' 

Replace the fourth paragraph under Management Area 16 on page 2-1 13 cf the Drafl Revised Forest Plan wdh 
Timber management, wildlde stand Improvement (WSl) and prescribed burning ere utilized10 achieve wildlife 
objectives ' 

Change the first paragraph under Management Area 16 on page 2-1 13 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read. 
'This 22,802-acre management area contains portions of the Forest that are managed to maintain or enhance 
habltat for wildlde species that prefer early successional habitats wlth dispersed permanent herbaceous clear- 
ings' 

Change Standard 573 on page 2-1 12 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read' The average sire of regeneration 
cuts in 20 acres, with a maximum of 25 acres ' 

Change Standard 571 on page 2-1 12 of the Dratt Revised Forest Plan to read The Forest strives to attain an 
overall average rotation of even-aged stands of 125+ years. Rotation ages for even-age systems are varied 
between the following range. Upland Hardwoods - 90 to 200, Cove Hardwoods. W l o  170, ScarieWBlack Oak 
- 80+, Whlte Pine. 70+, Yellow Pine. 70+, Virginia Pine - 70+' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 567s) on page 2-1 12 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under Timber+ Thinning will be designed tocontrol the canopy in orderto encourage brood range or desirable 
stand strudure ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 562r) on page 2-111 cf the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildiife~ 'At least one desianaied walk-in sDrina aobbier hunting area is Drovlded for each Ranger 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 562q) on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife' 'Firewood cunins in a closed timber sale cuttins unn may be DermiIted for UD l o  two years 
following the closure of the unrt 
15' 

these areas, cuiiing will only occur during the period of August15 IdApril 
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Letter 4038 Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 562~)  on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Mast producing species will be planted when it Is determined that natural regeneratlon will not 
provide adequate futuro mast sources Mast producing species may be planted in permanent wildIda clearing 
to Increase mast dNerslty.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5620) on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife'. Trees and shrubs wdh a high value for wildlife habdet will be encouraged and maintained by 
planting. release, pruning. fertdizing and grahmg Non-invasNe tree and shrub species will be used whenever 
practical ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered Smn) on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under WildIda'. 'Grape arbors, old.home sites, grass savannahs, orchards and spring seeps are managed as 
key wddlde areas Prescribed burning end WSI are available to maintain the vegetatue cheracteristics of these 
areas ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numborod Smm) on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde'. 'Prescrlbod burning should strive to create an open savannah typo hebdat and maintain 
moderate herbaceous ground cover end abundant Insect populations Priorlty should be given, but is not 
Iimded. to burning areas wdh slight slopes (<E%). moderate to high site indoxes (60+), and low basal area 
(e  or equal to 70) Controlled burning In sudeble standsthat have been thinned Is preforred. In areasthat cannot 
be maintained by mowing or other methoos, annual burning can be employed ' 

Add the following new standard (tontatively numbered 5621) on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Prescribed burning is allowed to achieve wddlde objectives * 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 5624 on page 2.111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Grapevine control IS not allowod ' 

Add the following new standard (tentat.vely numbored 5621) on page 2.111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Permanent wlldlrfe clearings. grape arbors. old-home sdes. grass savannahs. orchards end 
spring soaps will be Inventoried and documented in the Forest data base' 

Add the following new standard (tentatuely nunbered 562;) on page 2-111 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'Permanent wildlde clearings ere not maintained by mechanical chemical or burning means 
during the nesting season (AprilJuno) ' 

Add the following new standard (tentalwaly numbered 562h) on page 2-1 11 of tho Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildlde" 'Permanent w.ldlifo clearings will be maintained pertodically ' 

Add the fohowing now standard (tentat.vely numbered 5628) on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forost Plan 
under 'WildHe' 'All existing wildlife developments (permanent wlldlife opon.ngs. waterholes. et0 ) are maln- 
tamed.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatovely numbered 5620 on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'W.ldlde', When permanent wildlife openings are loss than 5% of the compartment area, Forost Onicers 
look for opportunities to Increase this area Considerations for new clearmgs should include. a Distribution - 
Areas wfhout clearings or wflh poor distribution should be considorod b. Sde quellty - Areas wdh slight slopes 
(<15%) and high sde indexes (>70] should be consldored. c. Spacing - MJlt ple clearings should be consid- 
ered over a singlo clearing d Size and Shape - Linear cloarmgs. 1-2 chains (66-132 feet) In wldih should be 
considered Tho area of the clearing can vaiy but should be at least 1 acre (66 feet x 660 feet) In size.' 

Repeat Standard 1027 (tentativaly numbered 5620) on page 2-1 11 of tho Draft Revised Forost Plan under 
Wildlde', 'At least 5 percent of the Management Area should be maintained In the 135+ year class.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numberad 562d) on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlde' 'At least 15 percent of tho Management Area should be ma(nta1ned In the l W +  year class' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 562c) on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revlsod Forest Plan 
under Wildlde'. 'At least 40 porcent of the Managemont Area should be maintainod in the 70+ year class.' 
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Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 56Zb) on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife' At least 60 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the SO+ year age class ' 

Repeat Standard 1024 (tentatively numbered 562a) on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian under 
Wlldlife': 'At least 1 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 1-10 year class which can 
occur as rights-of-way, maintained openings, even-aged regeneration cut areas, or group selection cut areas ' 

Change Standard 562 on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Ideally. at least 5% of each 
compartment in this management area will be in permanent wildlife openings. Areas that are maintained by 
burning. road clearings, landings, fields, special uses and private lands wHh forest openings may contribute. 
Regenerate areas are not counted as permanent openings ' 

Change Standard 561 on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Public vehicle acce88 is 
controlled from April 15 thrcugh August' 

Change Standard 560 on page 2-111 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Closed roads are seeded wlth 
grasses, forbs end legumest0 provide moderate herbaceous growth and aswoiated insectpopulations. Fescue 
is not permitted ' 

Repeat Standard 939 (tentatively numbered 5593 on page 2-110 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
'Roads'. 'New local roads are closed and managed as linear wildlife strips when the resource activlty is 
complated, unless the road was construoted for recreation uses Areas adjacent roads are cleared and seeded 
for additional openings, if needed ' 

Change Standard 557 on page 2-110 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan l o  read 'Distriot Rangers strive to 
minimize open road denskiesto lessthan one mile per 1 ,ooO acres This includes both Forest Service roads and 
roads administered by other agencies or by individuals ' 

Repeat Standard 533 (tentatively numbered 556a) under 'Roads' on page 2-110 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan 'Closed roads are seeded wdh vegetation for wildlife species Fescue is not seeded for wildlife species? 

Change the second paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-109 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
to read. 'Both Motorized (Subclass 2) and non-motorized recreation opportunities are provided. A variety of 
recreational activlties can occur such as hiking, fishing, hunting, mountain biking, viewing scenery. and 
dispersed camping Public motorized travel may be seasonally prohiblted (April through August) to protect 
physical and biological resources and wildlife habitat . 
Change the first paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-109 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to 
read Vegetation in this management area consisis predominately of mature pine and hardwood stands 
providing habltat for a vanety of wildlde species preferring permanent forest openings and hardwoods of 
mast-bearing age The area is managed lo  optimize hard and soft mast production and to provide a dispersed 
system of permanent forest openings Permanent forest openings and other suitable areas are managed to 
provide moderate herbaceous ground covers and abundant inseot populations. Permanent wildlife openings 
are considered critical and limiting tothe wildlife species associated with this Management Area. Thetransporta- 
lion system is managed to minimize open road denslties and impacts thereby providing for a great degree of 
isolation from motorized intrusion during wildlife reproductive seasons A sustained yield forest of balanced age 
classes wlth a minimum of W% of the stands in mast bearing age is considered optimal' 

Change the third paragraph under ManagementAreal5on page2-109 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 
'Permanent wildlife forest openings will be provided and maintained to provide moderate herbaceous growths 
of grasses. forbs, and legumes ' 

Change the fir# paragraph under Management Area 15 on page 2-1 09 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 
'This 306,752-acre management area contains portions of the Forest that are managed to maintain or enhance 
habltat for wildlife favoring a more mature forest environment wlth permanent herbaceous clearings and 
freedom from disturbance during nesting and brood rearing seasons Vegetation characteristics and human 
activlties are managed to provide high quality habitat for these species Development of high quallty habiiat and 
control of motorized access receive the highest considerations in relation to associated resources ' 

Change Standard 546 on page 2.108 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read The Forest strives to attain an 
overall average rotation of even-aged stands of 135+ years Rotation ages for even-age systems are varied 
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betweenthefollowlng range. Upland Hardwoods- 12010 200, Cove Hardwoods- 12010170, Scariet/Blaok Oak 
-Bo+, Whfte Pine - Bo+. Yellow Pine - 80+, Vlrglnia Pine -a+' 
Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5438) on page 2107 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan 
under 'Timbec 'Prescribed burnlng 1s allowed to achieve wildlife objeothres (see 544) ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534~) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife'. At least 10 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 135+ year class' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5340) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife': 'At least30 percent of the Management Area should be maintained In the 1W+ year class: 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534n) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under .Wildlife'. 'At least 50 percent of the Management Area should be maintalned in the 70+ year class.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534m) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife': 'At least 70 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 50+ year age cia88.' 

Repeat Standard 1024 (tentatively numbered 5341) under 'Wildlife' on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan: 'At least 1 percent of the Management Area should be maintained in the 1-10 year cia88 which can occur 
as rights-of-way, maintained openings, even-aged regeneration cut areas, or group seleotlon cut are-: 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534k) on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife' 'Mast producing species will be planted when It is determined that natural regeneration will not 
provide adequate future mast sources. Mast producing species may be planted in permanent wildlife clearings 
l o  Increase mast diversity ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5340 on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlbe' 'Trees and shrubs with a high value for wildlife habltat will be encouraged and maintained by 
planting, release, pruning, fertilizing and grafting. Non-invasive tree and shrub species are used whenever 
practical * 

Delete Standard 1028 on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 10234 on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under 'WildlW. 'Firewood cutting In a closed timber sale cutting unit may be permdied for up to two years 
following the closure of the unit In these ereas, cutting will only occur during the period of August 15 to April 
15.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1023~) on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe' 'Mast producing species will be planted when It is determined that natural regeneration will not 
provide adequate future mast sources Mast producing species may be planted in permanent wildltfe clearing 
to increase mast diversity ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 10230) on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildilfe': 'Trees and shrubs with a high value for wildlife habitat will be encouraged and maintained by 
planting, release, pruning, fertilizing end grafting. Non-invesive tree and shrub species will be used whenever 
practical a 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 102311) on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under Wildltfe'. 'Preacribed burning should strive to maintain grass/forb clearings or to create an open 
savannah type habltat and maintain moderate herbaceous ground cover end abundant insect populations. 
Pricrily should be given, but is not limited, to burning areas wlth slight slopes (<15%), moderate to high site 
Indexes (W+), and low basal area (e or equalto70) Control burning in suitablestendsthat have been thinned 
is preferred In areas that cannot be maintained by mowing or other methods, annual burnlng can be em- 
ployed ' 

Add the following new standard (tentetively numbered 1023m) on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife' 'Prescribed burning is allowed lo achieve wildlife objectives ' 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Latter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 10231) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe' 'Grapevine control Is not allowed ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1023k) on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe'. 'Four water sources per square mile will be provided, if possible' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1023b on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Pian 
under 'Wildllfe' 'Qrape erbors. old-home sites, grass savannahs. orchards, and spring seeps are managed as 
key wildllfe areas Prescribed burning and WSI are available to maintain the vegetative characteristics of these 
areas.' 

Add the followlng new standard (tentatwely numbered 10231) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe' 'Permanent wildllfe clearings, grape arbors, oldhome sltes, grass savannahs. orchards and 
spnng seeps will be inventoried and documented In the Forest data base' 

Add the following new slandard (tentatively numbered 1023h) on page 2-178 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe'. 'Permanent wildlife clearings are not maintained by mechanicel chemical or burning means 
during the nesting season (AprilJune). 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1023g) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe'. 'Permanent wildlife clearings will be maintained periodically ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 10231) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe': 'All existing wildllfe developments (permanent wildllfe openings, waterholes, etc) are main- 
tained 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1G23e) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe" 'When permanent wildilfe openings are less than 1% oflhe compartment, DiSMct Rangers look 
for opportunlties to increase this habltet Areas that are maintained by burning, road clearings, landings, fields, 
special uses and adjacent private open lands may contribute Regeneration areas are not counted as perma 
nent openlngs. Considerationsfor new clearings should include. a Distribution - Areas without clearings or with 
poor distribution should be considered b. Slte Quality - Areas wlth slight slopes (45%) and high slte Indexes 
(>70) should be given priority c Spacing - Multiple clearings should be considered over a single clearing d 
Sire and Shape - Linear clearings, 1-2 chains (€6132 feet) in width should be considered The area of the 
clearing can vary but should be at least 1 acre (€6 feet x 6M) feet) in size ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1023d) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildllfe'. 'Openland habltats ere very limlted on the Forest These areas offer the primary oppotlunlty for 
the Forest to manage for species preferring grassland type habitats, and therefore are crltical areas for wildlife 
management When current egricuttural leases expire, future leases will provide for expanded wildllfe habitat 
developments These areas would add valuable habitat for numerous wildllfe species, as well as Increase the 
opportunities for watchable wildllfe programs' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 10230) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wild1lfe"'Grazing Is notemphasized. except where prescribed by the appropriate FederalIState wlldllfe 
biologists as the most feasible method for meeting habitat objectives Emphasis Is placed on maintenance of 
early successional vegetation for American woodcock, Regal Frltiliery (bullelfly). loggerhead shrike, and other 
early successional, open land species, instead of livestock production ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 1023b) on page 2-178 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlde'. 'During thinning or sheiterwood harvests leave a variety of mast producing tree species foaks, 
hickory. black gum, beech, ash, etc) as crop trees in the residual stand' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 102%) on page 2-178 of the Drefl Revised Forest Plan 
underlhli1dllfe"'During timber harvests and slte preparation leave active and potential wildlife cavlty trees (den 
trees) to provide crltical hebitat for cavlty nesting birds and mammals. Leave a minimum of 3 cavlty trees per 
acre. In addltion. during TSI, WSI and site preparation, en average of 5 standing dead snags should be retained 
per acre, if present. in the form of large hardwood trees (greater than 12 inches DBH) for perch trees, potential 
cavlty trees end feedings sltes for inseot foraging birds and mammals ' 
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Letter 4038 Replace Standard 1023 on page 2-178 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with 'Wildlife leave areas should be left 
In regeneration harvests at a rate of one acre per twenty acres of cut. These leave clumps consist of selected 
groups of overstory and understory vegetation that are protected and managed to assure a variety of hard and 
soft mast, cover species and unique habltats or key wildllfe areas, such as spring seeps Leave areas should 
be connected to the adjacent stand by an uncut corridor' 

Change Standard 1022 on page 2-177 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'For understory species WSI. 
proper management allows full sunlight on at least 30 percent of the forest floor For hardwood overstory WSI. 
thinning encouragesfull crown development, vigorous growth, and soft or hard mast produdon. Whenthinnlng 
stands older than 30 years, stem are favored which show poslthre indication of bearing soft or hard mast.' 

Change Standard 1021 on page 2-177 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Wildlife stand Improvement 
(WSI) seeks to encourage mast production, improve vegetation species composition In limber stands and to 
develop wildllfe habltat areas for game and non-game species. A variely of wood and herbaceous species 
sulted to slte condltions and burning regime are maintained to assure year-round quallty habltat. In all WSI. TSI 
and reforestation, shrubs beneficial to wildllfe will be retained (le dogwood, crabapple, hawlhorn, witch hazel, 
black haw, American hornbeam, serviceberry, etc). Exceptions that may reduce plant species variety Include 
treatments to improve habitat for PETS species' 

Change Standard 10.22 on page 2.177 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Generally. underburns are not 
scheduled during the nesting season (April thru June) to avoid disrupting reproductive activlties. Forest 
managers may, however, use burns to meet specdic management objectives. such as enhancing habltat of 
threatened and endangered specles, reestablishing natural ecosystems, and site preparation Burns are 
planned and executed to avoid damage to habltat of any PETS species' 

Change Standard 989 on page 2-171 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Eagle and Peregrine falcon nests 
are protected Minimum buffers around nests are determined on a case-by-case basis by the appropriate 
Federal and State wildlife biologists.' 

ChangeStandard W o n  page2-171 ofthe DraftRevisedForestP1antoread:Instsndscontainingaredspruce 
component, that component Is not available for harvesting, however, the remaining portion of the stand would 
be available in an effort to Increase the red spruce component.' 

Change Standard 985 on page 2-171 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. The Forest should determine 
prlorltles for preparation of management and monltorlng plansfor PETS speciesthat are consistentwith Federal 
and State recovery plants, but also for other rare species wlout formal recovery plans.' 

Change Standard 939 on page 2-166 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'New local roads are closed and 
managed as linear wildlde strips when the resource actlvlty Is completed, unless the road was constructed for 
recreation uses Roads may be daylighted for maintenance purposes and road sides may be cleared and 
seeded for addltional openings, if needed ' 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Repeat Standard 533 (tentatively numbered 538a) on page 2-166 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
'Roads'. 'Closed roads are seeded wlth vegetation for wildlife species Fescue Is not seeded for wildllfe 
species.' 

Change Standard 707 on page 2-131 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Management actlvfiies are 
conducted to enhance riparian dependent species In riparian areas adjacent to intermitlent streams, manage- 
ment actlvlties can be conducted to beneflt upland wildlde species d riparian resources are not impaired ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 534A) on page2-106 under'Wildlde"All exlsling wlldllfe 
developments (permanent wildlife openings, waterholes, etc ) are maintained . 
Add a Wildltfe' section on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Change Standard 533 on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'Closed roads are seeded wlth 
vegetation for wildlife species Fescue is not seeded for wildlife species ' 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Delete Standard 532 on page 2-106 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 

Change Standard 531 on page2-Iffiofthe DraflRevised Forest Pian to read. 'Distriot Rangers will reduceopen 
road densities to 1885 than 114 mile per 1 ,ooO acres. wherever possible, within 5 years This Includes both Forest 
Service roads and roads administered by other agencies or by individuals 

Add the foliowlng new standard (tentatlvely numbered 403v) on page 2-64 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under Wildlife' 'Small (114 to 112 acre) planting6 of native conlfer species may be created for thermal cover In 
winter ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 403u) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife' W natural drumming logs are not present at the desired rate of one per acre, after trmber 
harvests are complete, the Forest Officers strive to creste potential drumming logs at this desired rate Consider- 
ations for new drumming logs should include a Distribution - logs should be evenly distrlbuted throughout the 
harvest unlt at a rate of 1 per acre b Looation - logs should be located on relalively level ground since grouse 
require a relatively flat platform on which l o  display On slopes (<XI%) fell logs across the slope instead of 
downslope l o  create a level surface o Size and shape - potential drumming logs should be 10 inches DBH or 
more in diameter and at least 12 feet in length. Trees should be cut high, to provide a stump or snag 36 feet 
above the butt of the log Long lasting species suoh as locust, oak, hemlock are preferred ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 4031) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
'Wildlife'. 'Firewood cutting in a closed timber sale cutting unit may be permMed for up to two years following 
the closure of the unlt. In these areas, cutting will only occur during the period of June 15 to April 15' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 403k) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Wildlife' 'Permanent wildllfe clearings will be maintained periodically ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 4031) on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
Wildlife" 'All existing wildlife developments (permanent wildlife openings, waterholes. eto) are maintained.' 

Add the following new standard (tenlalively numbered 4030 on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
Wildlife" When permanent wildllfe openings are less than 5% of the compartment area, Forest Officers look 
for oppoitunilies to increase this area Considerations for new clearings should include a Distribution .Areas 
wlthout clearings or wlth poor distribution should be considered b Slte Quality - Areas wlth slighl slopes 
(<15%) and high slre indexes (>70) should be considered c Spacing - Multiple clearings should be consid- 
ered over a single clearing d Size and Shape - Linear clearings, 1-2 chains (66-132 feet) in width should be 
considered The area of the clearing can vary but should be at least 1 acre (66 feet x 660 feet) in size ' 

Repeat Standard 562 (tentatively numbered 403h) under 'Wilditfe' on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 'Forest Officers strive to provide at least 5% of the compartment area (SO acres per 1,WO acres) in 
permanent wildlife openings Areas that are maintained by burning, road clearings, landings, fields, special 
uses and private lands wlth forest openings may contribute Regeneration cut areas are not counted BS 
permanent openings ' 

Repeat Standard 587 (tentatively numbered 403g) under 'Wildlife' on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan 'Four water sources per square mile will be provided for, lf possible' 

Add a 'Wildlife' section in Management Area 11 on page 2-84 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Repeat Standard 586 (tentatlvely numbered 4030 under 7imbef on page 2-83 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
'Grapevine control is not allowed' 

Change Standard 523 on page 2.104 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Existing wildllfe habltat 
improvements oan be maintained Additional improvements are permmed so long as they achieve overall 
biological objectives ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered29ld) to page2-64 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading Wildlife' 'Identification of addltionai sltes containing PETS or sensltive species wnhin manage- 
ment area #S are reviewed for addltion to management area #4 ' 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Add the following new standard (tentathrely numbered 291c) to page 2-64 of the Dr& Revised Forest Pian: 
'Management for PETS species may occur throughout the area.' 

Add thefoilowing new standard (tentatively numbered29lb) to page2-64oltheDraftRevised ForestPian under 
the heading Wildlife" 'Prescribed burning is allowed to achieve biological objectives.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 291 a) to page 2-64 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian under 
the heading 'Wildlife' 'Uneven-aged management Is permmed if necessary to achieve overall bloiogical 
objectives and maintain biological diversity, but is restricted to are88 accessible from roads and tralls.' 

Add the following newstendard (tentatively numbered287a) to page264 of theDraft RevisedForest Pian under 
the heading Trails'. 'Mountain bike trails are acceptable when dispersed throughout the area If they do not 
conflict wlth biological values.' 

Add thelollowing new standard (tentatively numbered 279a) to page 2-63 olthe Drall Revised Forest Pian under 
the heading 'Roads'. 'Closed roads are seeded for wildlife species Fescue Is not seeded for wlldltfe species ' 

Change Standard 279 on page 2-63 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'No new road construction 1s 
permitted. Reconstruction of old roads and trails is limited to protection of biological values or to provide iimlted 
access for habitat management activities or to complete development of loop tralls Existing roads will be 
maintained and continue to be used ' 

Change the existing fdth paragraph on page 2-52 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to a new seventh paragraph 
that reads 'Opportunlties are provided for primitive, dispersed recreation experiences, including hunting and 
fishing, that emphasize solitude and challenge. Human travel Is principally on system tralis. although some 
existing system roads may remain open or be opened seasonally Campsites may be designated and show 
evidence of repeated, but acceptable levels of use Trailheads, hunter and fisherman access and signing are 
provided ' 

Change the first paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-33 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to 
read The existence of exemplary examples of biological diversity end the condkion of the existing vegetation 
are the main reasons for designation of a site as a Research Natural Area The existing ecosystem within a 
Research Natural Area will be the resuit of the maintenance or re-establishment of natural ecoioglcal processes 
Species which favor natural vegetation influenced by natural environmental and ecological processes will 
predominate in the areas where this management designation is applied ' 

Change the third paragraph under'Reseerch Natural Areas' on page 2-33 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian l o  
read' 'LMie Laurel Research Natural Area is part of a national network of field ecological areas designated in 
perpetuity for research and education and to msintain biological diversity on National Forest lands The purpose 
of this management area is to protect the LMle Laurel Research Natural Areas for future consideration for 
designation ' 

Add a new introductory paragraph under 'Research Natural Areas' on page 2-33 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Pian' 'Research Natural Areas (RNA) are part of a national network of ecological areas designed for research 
and/or preselvation of biological diversity on National Forest Lands The purpose of RNA establishment is to 
build a national system of areas encompassing a wide array of actual communkies The designation and 
management of these areas contribute to the implementation of provisions of the Endangered Special Act and 
the National Forest Monitoring Act The Management Area category for Research Natural Areas shall include 
existing as well as candidate Research Natural Areas A candidate Research natural Area will be managed in 
accordance with the Standards for existing RNA's, until a formal decision Is made against RNA designation for 
that area ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 32b) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Wildlde' The introduction of non-native plant or animal species to the areas shall be prohibited ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 328) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian under 
the heading 'Wildlife' 'New wildlife improvements may be constructed d these imorovements are consistent 
wkh the management goals for a specrfio area' 

Change Standard 32 on page 2.29 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'Existing wildlde improvements will 
be maintained d they do not conflict wtth the management goals for e specific area' 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Leiier 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Change Standard 31 on page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Wildlife habitat management 
practices are restricted to those necessary to protect populahons of threatened, endangered, proposed, or 
sensrtive species and exempltuy nstural communrties.' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 29b) to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading Timber and Other Vegetation' 'Localized tree cutting may occur d R Is shown to be conslstentwlth 
the spedal biological management objeclNes for the siie.' 

Change Standard 29 on page 2-29 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Planto read 'Spacial Interest Areas are clsssHled 
as unsuitable for timber production.' 

Add the following new siandard (teniaiwely numberedaa) on page2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading 'Roads' 'New road construction Is not permined wlUIln a Special Interest Area unless that road will 
contribute to the biological management objeciwes for the slte ' 

Change Standard 24 on page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Limlted non-motorized dispersed 
recreational u88 ofaSpecia1 Interest Area is permissible, butshould not be encouraged Any form of recreation- 
al use that intelferes wlth the purpwes for which the Special Interest Area was established should be prohibit- 
ed' 

Change Standard 15 on page 2-28 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Special Interest Areas will be 
managed to meet a visual quallty objective of retention ' 

Management Area 4 - Add the following paragraph to page 2-27 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan as the sMh 
paragraph under Desired Future Condltion. 'Ail proposed management activltles w h i n  Special Interest Areas 
should be approved by the Virginia Natural Herltage Program ' 

Management Area 4 - Add the following paragraph to page 2-27 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan as the fhh 
paragraph under Desired Future Condltion. 'All conflicts that develop between biological resource protection 
and existing or proposed activlties wlthln especial Interest Area shall be resolved in favor of those activltlesthat 
IeQM impact the natural environment and are consistent wHh the special biological management objectives for 
the area ' 

Management Area 4 - Add the following paragraph to page 2-27 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan as the fourth 
paragraph under Desired Future Condltion The continuance or reintroduction of natural processes Is the most 
significant consideration when determining management actwlties for Special Interest Areas. Habiiat is protect- 
ed and managed for rare species and exemplaty natural communlties ' 

Management Area 4 - Add the following paragraph to page 2-27 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan as the third 
paragraph under Desired Future Condltion Visitors to aSpecia1 Interest Area could expect to see represenia- 
tive examples of the natural communities of the region Limlted primltive, non-motorized dispersed recreation 
opportunlties are provided that do not conflict wlth the special biological values of the area' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 11 1 b) to page 240 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading Wildltfe' 'Management decisions should give preference to protecting natural herltage resources 
over other trail values when conllicis arise ' 

Addthefollowing newstandard (tentativelynumberedllla)topage2-40oftheDraflRevised ForesitIan under 
the heading Wildlife' 'Following completion of an inventoly of natural heritage resources In the trail corridor, 
a monltoring and management plan will be developed and appropriate measures taken to Insure competent 
management and monltoring of Identified herltage resources ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 77b) to page 235 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading Wildltfe' 'New improvements may be ConStructed if these improvements are consistent wlth the 
management goals for a spectfic area ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 77a) to page 2-35 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan under 
the heading Wildltfe' The introduction of non-native plant or animal speciestothe areas shall be prohiblted ' 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Lemr 4219 

Letter 4226 

Letter 4288 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Change Standard 77 on page 2-35 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read Wildlife habltat management 
practices are restricted to those necessaly to protect populations of threatened, endangered, proposed, or 
sensitive species and exemplary natural communlties ' 

Replace the eighth paragraph on page 2-19 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following new ninth 
paragraph Wildilfe habltat management objectives on previously farmed tracts include maintaining the open, 
brushy field habltat type. This is accomplished using a variety of methods including controlled burning, 
mowing, discing and seeding preferred wildlde food and cover plants, maintaining orchards and arbors, andlor 
planting new frult-bearing shrubs and trees Small impoundments and moist soil management areas for 
waterfowl may be developed where appropriate ' 

Replace the ffflh paragraph on page2-19 of the Dran Revised Forest Plan wrth the following, 'Management Area 
14 emphasizes quallty habltat for species favoring older vegetation and freedom from frequent human dlsturb 
ance, such as cerulean warbler, worm-eating warbler, black-and-white warbler, acadian flycatcher, black bear, 
pileated woodpecker, gray squirrel, etc' 

Replace the second paragraph on page 2-19 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan wlth the following' 'The desired 
future condltlon is a variety of habltatsthat meet the needs of all existing nalm flora and fauna Slxteen distinct 
management areas that range from wilderness and remote highlands l o  more intensiveby managed lands are 
used to create a blend of habriats Habltats are prowded for plant and animal species associated wrth late 
successional communrties and limlted human disturbance ' 

In light of the blologrcal rationale for management of the G.W in the preferred alternative, the biological aspect 
of each management area prescriptions should be further developed and emphasized 

Some uncertainty exists, rt seems, as to whether [Standard] 756, is to be applied to SEAS. Assumlng II doee, 
It Is important to speclfy for public comment which practices listed on pp. 2-139 to 2-142 of the Plan are to be 
operational in both the SBAs and Remote Highlands in Laurel Fork Ron suggested that only salvagsremoval 
would likely apply to Laurel Fork's SBA 

Plan ~ All construction activities should avoid nestinglspawning seasons of affected wildlife. 

Plan - Management Areas 14 and 15 describe standards to maintain or enhance wlldllfe habitat EPA recom- 
mends that more stringent restrictions on roadbuilding be incorporated Motorizedvehicular use should also be 
restricted Given the lwge number of road miles currently available, It seems unlikely that more of the Forest 
needs l o  be opened i o  this use Providing for dead, dying or snag trees be an active management tool 
Providing adequate numbers of these 'microhabltals' has long-term wildllfe and ecosystem benefb. 

These leners contained numerous specdic comments relating to suggested wording changes, deletions, addi- 
tions, corrections, and clarlfications in relation to wildlde. Most comments were directed towards Management 
Areas 4,9.14,15, and 16, and to Common Standards 

These comments were carefully analyzed, and revisions have been made Management Area 4 now contains 
38 biological areas, the home range for the Cow Knob Salamander, the Little Laurel Run RNA, two geologic 
areas and ten historic sltes Management Areas 4,9,14,15, and 16 have been edlted and reflect the Input of 
the public comments In many casesthere were conflicting recommendations For example, avarlety of different 
opening size l imb were recommended for Management Area 16. In Management Area 9, some publics wanted 
more management restrictions, some wanted less It is not possible to accommodate all recommendations. 
Therefore, revisions were based on the Revised Plan theme, management area emphasis. blologlcal needs and 
compatibility, and impiementabillty 

To better accommodate the wishes of the public, a new management area was created Management Area P 
contains small portions of the Forest that are to be managed very intensively for wildllfe 

Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan presents the new descriptions for these management areas Common Standards 
as well as Management Area standards have been revised 
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On the West Va portion of the Dty River RD, Milam. Cow Knob, Fort Seybert & Brandywlne quads, lt Is 
recommended that Mgmt. Area 15 be ohanged to Mgmt Area 14 following and above the -fool oontour 
level from Camp Run Road (Slate Rt. 311) on the north to the Rt 33 corrldor on the south 

Alternative 11 examlnes a range of allocations for this pertioular area, lncludlng the recommended change to 
Management Area 14. While conslstent wlth the overall theme, the preferred anernative allocates this area to 
Management Area 15 beoause If allocated using the recommendailon, only avery narrow stripof Management 
Area 14would occur between Management Areal5 (below2600foolelevation) and ManagementArea4 (above 
3,wO foot elevahon) H would be very ddficult to manage such a narrow strip per the recommendfdon 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

On the West Va portion of the Dry River RD, Brandywine quad, il is recommended that Mgmt. Area 14 be 
changed to Mgmt Area 15 from Trail #I023 on the north to the At 33 corrldor on the south and below the 
2Mx)-foot oontour level 

ARernatlva 13 examines a range of allocations for thls particular area. lncludlng the recommended change to 
Management Area 15. While conslstent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to 
Management Area 14 becausethe ID team believesthis lsthe best location for ManagementAreal4 on the West 
Virginia portion of the Dty River Ranger District. 

Lener 3728 

Later 3728 

Letter 3728 

Lener 4038 

Response 

On the West Va. portion of the Lee RD, Wardensville & Woodstock quads, it Is recommended that Mgmt Area 
9 (Big Schloas) beohangedto Mgmt Area 15fromthe boundaty wlththe Commonwealth ofVirginiasouth along 
the 2400-foot contour interval on the west side of Paddy Mountain, north of Sugar Knob to the top of Mill 
Mountain. then north along the crest until the private land In Wilson Cove 1s reached 

On the West Va portion of the Lee RD, Wardensviile & Baker quads, H is recommended that Mgmt. Area 9 (Big 
Schloss) be changed to Mgmt Area 15 from the west side of the private land In Wilson Cove and south of State 
Rt 511 following numerous elevation changes between 1700 and 24DO;fool contours until the private lend 
southwest of Sandstone Spring is reached 

On the West Va portion of the Lee RD, Wolf Gap quad, It is recommended that Mgmt Area 9 (Big Schloss) be 
changed to Mgmt Area 14 from the private land southwest of Sandstone Spring south along the 2 W f o o t  
contour level to Wolf Gap. 

On the Lee RD, Wolf Gap quad, It is recommended that MA 9 (part of Big Schloss) be changed to MA 15 from 
Mill Creek on the north to FDR #675 on the south and from the boundaty with West Virginia east to FDR #92 

Akernatives 2, 7, 10, and 12 allocate this particular area to a similar management area, namely Management 
Area 14 While consistent wkh the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area l o  Management 
Area 21 to maintain the integrty of the Big Schloss Roadless Area There are other areas that can be allocated 
to Management Area 15. The final decision regarding land allocations will consider the signdicant public 
Involvement that has occurred. See the Record of Decision 

Lener 3728 

Response 

On the West Va. porlion ofthe Lee RD, Won Gap & Lost City queds, His recommended that Mgrni Area 14 be 
ohanged to Mgmt. Area 15 around Trout Pond Recreation Area. 

Alternatives 2, 7, 10, and 12 allocate this particular area l o  a similar management area, namely Management 
Area 14. While consistent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates the Trout Pond area for to 
Management Area 13 where dispersed recreation is emphasized The main indicator species for Management 
Area 15 1s the Wild Turkey Bailey and Rinell (1968) state that turkey populations are Inversely proportional l o  
human population densities Since a lot of people visit the Trout Pond area. It Is not appropriate to use a 
Management Area 15 designation near this recreational area 

Lener 3728 On the West Va portion of the Lee & Dry Rwer RD's, numerous quads, it is recommended that Mgmt Area 4'8, 
namely Camp Run Prairie, Trout Pond, South Buck, and North Buck Mountain Biological Areas. except for along 
Shenandoah Mi, be changed to Mgmt Area 15 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Pedlar RD, Big Levels quad, It is recommended that MA 4 be changed to MA 16 north of the Coal Road. 

Alternative 7 has been changed. There are no 'special biological areas' In this alternative. lt allocatee these 
particular areas l o  Management Areas other than Management Area 4. This recommendation is not consistent 
wlth the overall theme ofthe preferred ahernatlve. The management area has not been changed lnthe preferred 
akernative because these are88 are Important 88 key components and concentrations of the Forest's biological 
diversity These areas lypicaily Include high quality representation of natural communhles such as shale 
barrens, caves and karst features, wetlands, and habltat for threatened, endangered and sensltive species. 

Lee District - Sours Creek Area was originally a wildih managemenl area which wan traded by the state. This 
area has been designated as MA 17 -what was originally deemed valuable enough to be managed as awilditfe 
management area should remain so and a MA 15 would be In keeping wlth It8 character and historic use. 

On the Lee RD, Timberville and Fulks Run quads, lt Is recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 15 west of 
State Rt. 610. 

Alternatives 2,6,7,11, and 13 examine a range of ellocations forthis particular area, including the recommend- 
ed change to Management Area 15. While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates 
this area to Management Area 17 because of Its high Concentrations of high quality timber, It's highly roaded 
nature, and the fact that lt consists of small, irregularly shaped public lands intermingled whh private land. The 
area has been harvested in the past and the new forest needs nurturing through release work and thlnnings 
Because of the small area, broken ownership pattern, existing amount of roads, and investments needed forthe 
timber resource, the area is better managed under Management Area 17 than under Management Area 15. 

Letter 3848 

Response 

Forest Road 492 has been officially closed above the crossing of BiacWGum Run due to much of the road being 
obllterated by the 1985 flood. The map indicates thls road as open We would like the perimeter of area 9 in this 
location moved down to the parking area at the FS gate near the forest boundary to include this closure. 

Alternatives 3, 6. and 9 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area9 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this 
area to Management Area 15 to exclude this road from the Gum Run Roadless Area. The inventory boundary 
for the roadless area excludes FDR #492, thus allocating lt and a smell amount of land to the adjacent 
Management Area 15. lt is more important to maintain consistency and use the roadless area boundary. in the 
slte-specific decision which closed FDR #4W, the District Ranger stated that the road closure would remain In 
effect until the internal road system can be improved to the point that motorized traffic will not cause unaccept- 
able resource damage to the area. 

Letter 07 

Response 

On the James Rber RD. CMon Forge quad, lt is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 14 on the west slope of Middle Mountain from McGraw Gap to the boundary with the Warm 
Springs Ranger District 

Alternative 6 examines a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended change to 
Management Area 14 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to 
Management Area 15 because low elevations exist in this area Management Area 14 was more appropriate for 
the high elevations of Warm Springs Mountain just west of this area 

Letter 87 

Re 8 pons e 

On the Warm Springs RD. Miilboro and Nimrod Hall quads, It is recommended that Management Areas 9,14 
and 15 be changed to ManagementArea7forthefcregroundVQO zone along FDR #129. thus removing open 
roads from Management Areas 14 and 15 

No alternative examines the recommended Management Area for the particular area. While Consistent wtth the 
overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to Management Area 14 because this road is nelther 
a sensitivily level 1 travel route, a Virginia Byway, nor access to major recreational or interpretive faciitties on 
or near the Forest 
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Letter 87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Nimrod Hell quad, lt Is recommended that Management Area 9 be changed to 
Management Area 15 west of FDR #fir362 

Alternatives 7 and 12 examine e range of ellocationsforthis partlculararea, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 15. While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternawe allocates this area to 
Management Area 14 because the area contains 18 stands that have been harvested slnce 1981 These units 
are very evident to those recreationists seeklng a primbe experience. AllocaUng Management Area 14 io this 
northern area also provldes a habitat link for the movement of plants and animals between the Rich Hob and 
Rough Mountain Wildernesses Because of the area's presence between two wildernesses, Management Area 
14 provides a better blend of compatible wildllfe, recreebon. and t "e r  values then Management Area 15 

Letter 87 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Nimrod Hall quad, lt Is recommended that Management Area 14 be changed to 
Management Area 9 east of FDR X362 to the top of Mill Mountain 

On the James River RD, Longdale Furnace end Nimrod Hall quads, tl is recommended that Mill Mi Roadless 
Area be changed to MA 15 

Alternatives 7 and 12 partially examine a range of allocations forthis area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 15 Alternatlves 2 and 10 allocate this area to esimilar Management Area 14 Alternatlves 
6, 9, and 11 allocate this area to Management Area 9 or similar Management Area 8 The preferred alternative 
allocates Mill Mountain Roadless Area to two Management Areas. 9 end 14 The north part is allocated l o  
Management Area 14 because the area contains 18 stands that have been harvested. These unlts are very 
avidentto those recreationists seeking a primltive experience. Allocating Management Area 14 on the north also 
provides a habitat link for the movement of plants and animals between the Rich Hole and Rough Mi 
Wildernesses Because of the area's presence between two wildernesses, Management Area 14 provides a 
better blend of compatlble wildllfe, timber, and recreation values than Management Area 15. However, the 
northern pert contains timber and wildlife values that outweighs Its value as wilderness or providing primltlve 
recreation experiences The southern pert has been allocated io ManagementArea9 In the preferred alternatlve 
The reader Is encouraged to review the description of Mill Mountaln Roadless Area In FElS Appendlx C. 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Nimrod Hall quad, It is recommended that Management Area 14 be changed to 
Management Area 15 east of Lick Run end along a contour level west of Lick Run to leave the exlstlng wildllfe 
openings in Management Area 15 

Alternatives 7 and 13 examine a range of allocationsforthis particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 15. While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to 
Management Area 14 because It provides a habltat link for the movement of plants and animals between the 
Rich Hole and Rough Mountain Wildernesses. Because of the area's presence between two wildernesses. 
Management Area 14 provides e better blend of compatible wildllfe. recreation, and timber values than 
Management Area 15. 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Nimrod Hall quad, It is recommended that Management Area 1 be changed to 
Management Area 9 north of Rough Mountain addltion roadless area 

Alternatives 6 and 9 examine e range of allocations forthis particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 9 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternatlve allocates this area to 
Management Area 14 because this area contains timber and wildllfe values that outweigh its value for providing 
primitive recreation experiences The adjacent Rough Mountain Addltion Roadless Area has also been changed 
In the preferred alternative to Management Area 14 because there has been no Congressional interest ex- 
pressed in enacting legislation to expand the existing Rough Mountain Wilderness This roadless area contains 
timber and wlldlne values that outweigh lts value for wilderness. The reader Is encouraged to review the 
description of the Rough Mountain Addltion Roadless Area in FElS Appendix C 

Letter 87 On the Warm Springs RD. Healing Springs quad, It IS recommanded that Management Area 14 be changed to 
Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along FDR X125 
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On the Warm Springs RD, numerous quads, lt is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed to 
Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zona along State Routes #@YJ and #a from the Pumped Back 
Storage Area north to the forest boundary to remove the open roads from the wildiiia management area 

Alternatives 6, 11, and 13 examine a range of aliocaUons for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 7 While consistent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocatas this 
area to Management Area 14 because this road is nelther a sensitivity lave4 1 travel route. a Virginia Byway, nor 
access to major recreational or interpretlvefaciltlies on or near the Forest Access to Douthat State Park is better 
provided from the north and south by State Route 629. 

Letter 67 

Response 

Letter 67 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Healing Springs quad, It is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to 
Management Area 14 north of Douthat State Park, west of the State Road #623 MA.7 corridor and south of FDR 
125 

Alternatives 6 and I t  examine a range of allocationsfor this particular area including the recommended change 
to Management Area 14 While oonsistent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to 
Management Area 15 because Management Area 15 IS more appropriate for the area's low elevation level 

Leiier 67 

Response 

Letter 67 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Leiier 4038 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Healing Springs and Nimrod Hail quads, it is recommended that Management Area 
7 be changed to Management Area 9 east of State Route #629 and north of Hickman Draft Road X361 to Mill 
Creek because that is what this area Is in aiternahre 13. 

Alternatlves 6. 9, 11. and 13 partially examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the 
recommended change to Management Area 9 While consistent wrih the overall theme, the preferred alternative 
allocates the area to Management Area 15 because of existing investments and past cutling in the area The 
area contains timber and wiidlde values that outweigh Its value for providing primitive recreation experiences 

On the Warm Springs RD, Bath Alum quad, It Is recommended that Management Area 17 be changed to 
Management Area 16 within the Bluegrass Hollow drainage because that Is what this area & in alternative 7 

On the Warm Springs RD, Bath Alum quad, It IS recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 16 within the 
Bluegrass Hollow drainage. 

On the James River RD, Jordan Mines, Poits Creek 8 Aiieghany quads, it is recommended that MA 17 be 
changed to MA 16 for that land west of State Routes 607 and 616. west of State Route 615. south of State Rt 
614, and east of State Rt Mx) 

On the Pedlar RD, Big island quad, it IS recommended that MA 17 be changed to MA 16 south of State Rt. 130 
and west of the Blue Ridge Parkway 

Alternatives 2, 7 and 12 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 16 While consistent wth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this 
area to Management Area 17 because high concentrations of high quality timber exist in this area Managing 
these high quailty sries helps the Forest address the Nation-wide below-cost timber sale issue. There ara other 
areas that are more appropriate for Management Area 16 designation Likewise, one of the aesthetic standards 
for Management Area 17 has bean revised to Include adopting a partial retention VQO in the foreground areas 
along sensitivity level 1 and 2 roads 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Warm Springs, Healing Springs and Failing Springs quads, it is recommended that 
ManagementArea7 bechangedto ManagementArea15forthethree large Forest parcelswest of U S. Highway 
220 because the existing Partial Retention VQO's will be protected by this designation and because that is what 
this area is in alternative 7 

Atlernatives 6, 7, 12 and 13 partially examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the 
recommended change to Management Area 15. For the two northern tracis, the ID team believes this racom- 
mendation is consistent wrih the overall theme of the preferred ailernatwe. The Management Area has been 
changed in the preferred atlernative to correspond with the recommendation For the southern tract, the 
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preferred alternative allocates the area to Management Area 17 because high concentratlons of high quality 
timber exist In the area Managing these high quality 6118s helps the Forest address the Nation-wide below-cost 
timber sale issue. Llkewise, one of the aesthetic standardsfor Management Area 17 has been revised to Include 
adopting a partial retention VQO in the foreground areas along sensltivw level 1 and 2 roads 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Bath Alum and Warm Springs quads, It is recommended that Management Area 7 
be changed to Management Area 5 on the east slde of Piney Mountain 

No alternative examines the recommended Management Area for this particular area. While consistent wlth the 
overalltheme.the preferred alternative allocates this area to Management Area 17 because high concentrations 
of high quality timber exist in this area Managing these high quality sites helps the Forest address the 
Nation-wide below-cost timber sale issue Likewise, one of the aesthetb standardsfor Management Area 17 has 
been revised to Including adoption a partial retention VQO in the foreground areas along sensltivtly level 1 and 
2 roads 

Latter 87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Bath Alum and Warm Springs quads. It Is recommended that Management Area 15 
be changed to Management Area 5 for the SPNM ROS area on Warm Spnngs Mountain north of Stale Route 
#39 

No abrnative examines the recommended management area for this partlculor area The ID team believes this 
recommendation is inconsistent wilh the overall theme of the preferred alternative because the SPNM area In 
question cannot be seen from any melor travel route such as Route 220 or 39 

a Letter87 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Minnehaha Springs quad, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed 
to Management Area 14 west of Lmle Back Creek because that is what the area is in alternative 14 and because 
It 1s adjacent to Management Area 6.1 on the Monongahela N F. 

Alternatives 8 and 11 examine a range of allocatlonsfor this particular area. including the recommended change 
to Management Area 14 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocatesthe area to 
two Management Areas. 14 and 15 Management Area 14 is allocated north of Wildcat Hollow using the 
boundary of the Lmle Alleghany Mountain Roadless Area Management Area 15 is allocated south of Wildcat 
Hollow Both Management Areas are compatible wlth the Monongahela National Forest's 6 1 designation. As 
stated In the Monongahela's Forest Plan, page 164, lands assigned to this prescription have the basic compo- 
nents of habitat needs for the wild turkey and black bear associations 

Letter 188 

Response 

All Retention areas in the currentVQ0 inventory should be placed in an MA which affords at least a Retention 
VQO. 

Alternative 2 addresses this concern lt adopts the visual quality objectives as inventoried 

Lener 2694 

Response 

I ask that the Big Levels area be managed as Management [Areal #14, 15, or 16 

Big Levels, depending on how you map It, now contains a number of management areas Included are 
Management Areas 4,16, and 22 

Letter 3637 

Response 

Change management area 9 category on Worm Springs Dollyanne area to a timber production, wildllfe 
emphasis area This area has been rejected in the past as an Eastern wilderness and should now be returned 
to multiple use management with access for sportsmen and timber made available for local businesses 

Allocations for Dolly Anne have changed based on public input and management concerns Portions are 
classified as management area 14 (sultabie for timber management), 4 and 9 See Forest Plan map for exact 
allocation boundaries 
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Letter 3942 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3728 

Response 

I offer two suggestions regarding the wording of the prescription for Management Area 9. 1) In Standard 279, 
please change to 'Exletlng system roads may continue to be used'. 2) In Standard 282, please change to 'No 
salvage will be dona In Management Area 9', 3) In Standard 291, please change the second sentence to 
'Addilional wildlife Improvements are not permkted'. 

Wording changes have been made for Management Area 9. Additional wildlife habbt Improvements are 
allowed. They will not alter the general characterlstlc of the area, and d it Is In a 'roadless area' will not anerthe 
'roadless' qualities. 

Forest Standard 1024 should be at least 510% Letter 3728 Management Area 14. Forest Standard 1025 - 
Change 30 percent to 45 percent In order to achieve a 135year rotation. 

Management Area 14. Forest Standard 1024 - Change 1 percent to 2.5 percent. 

Standards 1024-1028 are the method that the ID Team chose In the DEIS and Draft Revised Plan to meet the 
NFMA management requirement (36 CFR 219 19) to Insure adequate habnatto maintain viable populations of 
management Indicator species. The ID Team has decided that this method of complying with the management 
requirement 1s not effective. Therefore, standards 1024-1028 have been removed from the Revised Plan. 
Monitoring requirements on Management Indicator Species have been added to Chapter 5 of the Revised Plan 
as the method to comply wlth thls management requirement This procedure Is described In more detail In 
Appendix J of the FElS 

Letter 87 

ResDonse 

On the Deerfield RD, numerous quads, lt Is recommended that Management Area 11 be changed to Manage- 
ment Area 15 below a certain contour level on the east slope of Great North Mountain because that 1s what this 
area Is In anernaiive 14. 

Alternatives 3,7,9, 11, and 13 eliminate all existing ANtrails and preclude construction of any newtrails These 
aiternatives also llmil licensed off-hlghway vehicles to dmering amounts of open system roads. One olthem will 
be selected 88 the Revised Pian n n Identified as the anernatwe that maximizes net public benefits. n 1s important 
toshowthe publicwhere ANscould be ridden ontrallswithlnthe Forest Management Areal1 depictstha only 
areas of the Forest where AN 'S  are permrUed on designated tralls. The remainder of the Forest 1s closed to 
vehicles, such as ATV's, which are not licensed by the appropriate state 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Deerfield RD, Augusta Springs, Elliott Knob, and Deeifieid quads, lt is recommended that Management 
Areas 1,14 and 17 be changedto ManagementArea7fortheforegroundVQO zone along FDR #82, FDR #77 
and State Routes #688 and #E89. 

Akernatives 6, 11, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, Including the recommended 
change to Management Area 7 While consistent wilh the overall theme, the preferred anernatlve allocates this 
area to numerous Management Areas because these roads are neither a sensitivity level 1 travel route, aVlrglnla 
Byway, nor access to major recreational or Interpretive facllltles on or near the Forest 

Letter 87 

Response 

Onthe Deerfield and Dly River RD's, West Augusta and Stokesville quads, It 1s recommended that Management 
Areas 15 and 16 be changed to Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along the Whke Oak National 
Recreation Trail 

Anernatives 6 and 11 examine a range of allocations forthls particular area, Including the recommended change 
to Management Area 7. While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocaies this area to 
Management Area 13 using the foreground zone as the boundaty along the Whke Oak Trail The North River 
developed recreation sltes combined wlth this trail makes a Management Area 13 desipnation 8pl)rol)riate for 
this area 

Letter 87 On the Dry River RD, Stokesville quad, It is recommended that Management Area IO- (North River) be changed 
to Management Area 13 
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Response No alternatwe allocates this particular area to the recommended Management Area While consistent WW the 
overall theme, the preferred alterative allocates this area to Management Area 10 to maintain the Special 
Management Area boundaries of the North h e r  from the 1986 Forest Plan By combining It wlth adjacent 
Management Area 13, the gorge area of the river, would, in effect 1088 Its unique identity 88 an Important 
resource on the Forest 

Letter 87 

Response 

On ihe Dry River RD, Singers Glen and Rawley Sprlngs quads, lt is recommended that Management Area 1 be 
changed lo  Management Area 5 from Cross Mountain on the north, Hogpen Mountain and FDR #240 on the 
west and south and State Route #e12 on the east because that is what this area is in alternatwe 6. 

Alternative 6 allocates this particular area to Management Area 5 The recommendation is not consistent wlth 
the intent of where Management Area 5 is l o  be applied. The preferred alternatwe a11ocates this area to 
Management Area Z? This Management Area recognizes the uniqueness of areas such as Slate Lick Lake or 
the Wallace Tract Management Area 22 provides dmction for management of existing ponds, wetlands, fields 
and hedgerows lor wildllfe viewing, nature study, small game management or combinations thereof 

Letter 87 

Response 

Letter 87 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Dry River RD, Fulks Run and Cow Knob quads, It Is recommended that Management Area 15 be 
changed to ManagementArea7fortheforegroundVQOzone along State Route #818fromtheforest boundary 
to Leading Ridge Road FDR #240 

Alternatives 6, 9, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 7 Alternatwe 9 allocates this area to Management Area 5 which protects view- 
sheds similar to Management Area 7 While conststent wrth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates 
this areato Management Area 15 becausethis road is nelther asensltiviiy level 1 travel route, aVirginia Byway. 
nor access to major recreational or interpretive facillties on or near the Forest 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, lt is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed lo Management 
Area 14 along Great North Mountain from Fulks Run on the south to State Route #59 on the north, and from 
Mathias and State Route 20 on the west10 State Route #610, #%, #717 and FDR 2552 on the east, whereby 
timber harvesting can occur except in existing SPNM ROS areas 

OntheLeeRD, Fulks Runquads, ltis recommendedthatMA17 bechangedtoMA14abovea24W-footcontour 
elevation to the top of Great North Min 

On the Lee RD, Fulks Run quad, rt is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 14, east of State Rl 259 

The recommendatlon for Great North Mountain IS consistent with the overall theme of the preferred aiternatlve. 
The Management Area for the higher elevations along Great North Mountain have been changed In the 
preferred alternatweto Management Area 14 Forthat area west of Great North Mountain to Mathias, alternatives 
6 and 11 examine a range of allocations. including the recommended change lo  Management Area 14. While 
consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area l o  Management Areas 15 and 9 
because of the existence of private land and associated State roads between Great North Mountain and Cove 
Mountain and the existing SPNM ROS in this area 

Letter 87 On the Lee RD, Wolf Gap and Lost Clty quads, It is recommended that Management Area 15 be changed l o  
Management Area 14 along Bens Ridge and Long Mountain east of State Route #259/5 and west of State Route 
#23/10 because that is what this area is in alternative 14 

The recommendation for Long Mountain is consistent with the overall theme of the preferred alterative The 
Management Area along Long Mountain has been changed in the preferred alternative to Management Area 
14 For Bens Ridge area, alternatives 6 and 11 examine a range of allocations, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 14 While consistent with the overall theme. the preferred alternatwe allocates this 
area to Management Area 15 because the area is lower in elevation than the adjacent Long Mountain area 

Response 

Letter 87 On the Lee RD, Elkion West and Tenth Legion quads, rt is recommended that Management Area 14 be changed 
to Management Area 7 for the foreground VQO zone along Cub Run Road #65 and Pm Spring Road #375 

Management AreasIManagement Prescriptions 1-522 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 



Response Alternatives 6 and 13 examine a range of allocations for these two roads, Including the recommended change 
to Management Area 7 While consistent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative uses the roads as the 
boundary of numerous Management Areas because the roads are neither a sensltlvHy level 1 travel route, a 
Virginia Byway, or access to major recreational or interpretive facilltles on or near the Forest 

Letter 07 

ResDonse 

On the Lee RD. Hamburg quad, lt Is recommended that Management Area 14 be changed to Management Area 
7forthe foreground VQO zone along Crisman Hollow Road X17x) and Hidden Spring Road X730 because that 
Is what this area Is In alternative 14 

The recommendation for Crisman Hollow Is consistent with the overall theme of the preferred alternatives The 
Management Area along Crisman Hollow Road has been changed In the preferred alternative to Management 
Area 7 For Hidden Springs Road #730, alternatives 6 and 13 e a range of allocations for this road, Including 
the recommended change to Management Area 7 While consistent with the overall theme, the preferred 
alternative usas the road as the boundary of numerous Management Areas because FDR 730 Is nelther a 
sensitlvlty level 1 travel route, aVirglnla Byway. nor access to major recreational or Interpretive facilltles on or 
near the Forest 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Lee RD. Hamburg quad, it is recommended that Management Area 14 be changedto Management Area 
9 for that Forest land east of Crisman Hollow Road because this is a SPNM ROS area and contains numerous 
trails 

Alternatives 6.9 and 13 allocate the Duncan Knob areato Management Area 9. While conslstentwlth the overall 
theme, the preferred abrnative allocates this area to Management Area 14 because enough area has been 
allocated to a recreation emphasis to meet recreation demand on the Lee Ranger District when one considers 
that both Southern Massanutten and Northern Massanutten Roadless Areas are allocated to Management Area 
9 

Letter 87 

Response 

On the Lee RD, Hamburg and Edinburg quads, n IS recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to 
Management Area 15 for that nrea east of FDR #374 and north of Hidden Springs Raod Y730 and south of 
Taskers Gap ATV erea 

No alternative considers the recommended ellocat.on for the area While consistent with the overall theme, the 
preferred alternative allocates this area to Managemont Area 16 because of existing timber Investments in the 
aree and the presence of an open rond 

Letter a7 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Lee RD, Edinburg and Rileyville quads, It is recommended that Management Area 11 be changed to 
Management Area7 north of State Highway #675to eliminate the existing ATV route through Management Area 
4 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, it is recommended that MA 11 be changed to MA 16 south of State Rt. 675 

On the Dry River RD, Rawley Springs quad, it is recommended that MA 11 (Rocky Run A N  Area) be changed 
to MA 14 

Alternatives 3,7,9.11 I and 13 eliminate all existing ATVtrails and preclude construction of any new trails These 
alternatives also limlt licensed off-highway vehicles to differing amounts of open system roads One ofthem will 
be selected as the Revised Plan il lt Is identlfied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits. lt was 
important to show the public where A N s  could be ridden on trails wllhln the Forest Management Area 11 
depicts the only areas of the Forest where A N s  are permitted on designated trails The remainder of the Forest 
Is closed to vehicles, such as A N s ,  which are not licensed by the appropriate state While consistent with the 
overall theme. the preferred alternative allocates areas to Management Area 11 because A N  trails currently 
exist atiaskers Gap/Peters Mill Run, South Pedlar, and Rocky Run In the preferred alternative, the boundary 
of Management Area 4 near the Taskers Gap A N  trail has been changed to coincide wRh the creek Thus the 
existing trail does not go through Management Area 4 
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Letter 67 

Response 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, lt 1s recommended that Management Area 13 be changed to Management Area 
9 around Buzzard Rock 

Anernatwes 6 and 9 examine a range of allocationsfor this particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 9. While consistent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to 
Management Area 13 because trail #4048 Is heavily used by people from the nearby Washington DC metropoli- 
tan area 

Letter 67 

Response 

On the Lee RD, Strasburg quad, It is recommended that Management Area 7 be changed to Management Area 
9 from Lmle Passage Creek on the south and west to Signal Knob on the north because this is what this area 
is In alternative 14 

Alternatives 6. 9, and 13 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 9 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternathre allocates this 
area to Management Area 13 because the area is heavily used by people from the nearby Washington DC 
metropolttan area and It Is adjacent io the Elizabeth Furnace Recreation area. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Lee RD, New Market & Hamburg quads, It is recommended that MA 7 be changed to MA 14 west of 
Massanutten Mt from the Rt 21 1 visual corridor on the south to Hidden Spring Rd #730 on the north, including 
the area west of Crisman Hollow Rd #274 

No alternatives considers the recommended change to Management Area 14 for this area Alternatives 7 and 
12 allocate this particular area to a similar Management Area 15 While consistent with the overall theme, the 
preferred alternative allocates this area to Management Area 5 because the west sLde of the Massanutten 
Mountain is the most prominent Shenandoah Valley landmark seen by the many people traveling Interstate 61. 
it was important to single out this most visible feature and manage It accordingly 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, lt is recommended that MA 7 be changed to MA 16 north of Hidden Spring 
Road #730 to State Rt 675 from Passage Creek on the east to the Forest boundary on the west 

Alternatives 2 and 7 examine a range of allocations forthis particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 16 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allooates this area to 
Management Area 15 because most of this area is currently inaccessible Numerous permanent rights-of-way 
would be needed to provide continuous access to this area d management for early successional stages under 
Management Area 16 were to occur, It is not practical to expect large sums of money to pursue accessing this 
area Management Area 15 is more appropriate for this area 

On the Lee RD, numerous quads, it is recommended that MA 7 be changed to MA 14 north of State Rt. 758 from 
Passage Creek on the east to the Forest boundary on the west 

Alternatives 7 and 12 examine a range of allocations forthis particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 14 While consistent with the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this areato 
Management Areas 5 and 15 because most of this area is currently accessible by roads #66 and #771, which 
are open roads The west side ofthe Massanutten Mountain is the most prominent Shenandoah Valley landmark 
Seen by the many people traveling Interstate 61 and Management Area 5 was appropriate Because of existing 
roads and their current status, Management Area 15 is more appropriate for this area 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Dry River RD, Palo Alto quad, it is recommended that MA 9 (Ramseys Draft Addttion) be changed to MA 
13 north of Trout Run and south and west of FDR #95 

No alternative considers the recommended management area forthis palticular area While consistent wlth the 
overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area to Management Area 9 because It is more important 
to maintain consistency and use the roadless area boundary to protect the integrity of the Ramsey's Draft 
Addition Roadless Area 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Dry River RD. Stokesvllle & West Augusta quads. It 1s recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 16 
In and around the Trlmble Mt Trall south of FDR #95A to No& River 

No alternative considers the recommended allocation for this area. While consistent with the overall theme, the 
preferred alternative allocates this area to Menagement Area 13 because the trail 1s lmmedlateiy adjacent to a 
highly developed recreation area at Todd Lake. 

On the Warm Springs RD, Mustoe & Paddy Knob quads. lt 18 recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 17 
from Big Ridge on the southwest to Sues Draft on the northeast. 

Alternatives 2,7, 10 and 12 exemine a range of allocations forthls particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 17. While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this 
area to Management Area 14 because high elevations exist In thls area. Management Area 14 is more approprl- 
ate for thls area considering also that FDR 258 In the Ruckman Dr& area has eccess restricted during certain 
tlmes of the year 

Lener 4038 

Response 

On the James River RD, Eagle Rock and Strom quads, it 1s recommended that MA 15 be changed to MA 14 
south of Shirkey Mill Branch and the James River to the Forest boundaty. 

No alternative considers the recommended allocetlon for this area. Alternatives 2, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
allocate this particular area to a similer Management Area 15 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the 
preferred alternative allocates this area to Management Area 15 because Management Area 15 1s desired by the 
most publics. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Pedlar RD. Big Island quad, it is recommended that MA 11 (South Pedlar A N  area) be changed to MA 
16. 

Alternative 2 exemines a range of allocations for this particular erea, including the recommended change to 
Management Area 16 Alternatives 3, 7, 9, 11, and 13 ellmlnate all existing A N  trails and preclude construction 
of any newtrails These alternatives also limit licensed off-highway vehicles to dmerlng amounts of open system 
road One of them will be selected as the Revised Plan if It is identified as the alternative that mexlmlzes net 
public benefits lt was important to show the public where AN'S could be ridden on trails within the Forest 
Management Area 11 depicts the only areas of the Forest where ATV's are permmed on designated trails. The 
remainder of the Forest is closed to vehicles, such as AN'S, which are not licensed by the appropriate state. 
While the recommended change is consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this area 
to Management Area 11 because the South Pedlar A N  tralls currently exist In this area 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Pedlar RD, Cornwall quad, it IS recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15 near Midvale 

No alternative considers the recommended allocation for this ere8 Alternatives 2, 7, 10 and 12 allocate this 
particular area to a similar Management Area 14 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred 
alternative allocates this area to Management Area 9 to maintain consistency wlth adjacent and larger Manage- 
ment Area 9 at Adams Peak 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Pedlar RD, Montebello quad, It is recommended that MA 7 be changed to MA 13 from the Rockbridge1 
Amherst County line on the north and east of State Rt 634 

No alternative considers the recommended allocation for this area While consistent wlth the overall theme, the 
preferred alternative ellocates this area to Management Area 7 because most of this area Is private land and 
what public lands exist are not adjacent to existing developed recreation areas That portion of Management 
Area 13 in DElS aiiernative 8 west of Management Area 6 was changed to Management Area 7 in the preferred 
alternative to provide consistency in management area designations This area also did not flt the description 
of where Management Area 13 should be applied 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Pedlar RD. Big Levels and Massles Mill quads, It Is reoommended that MA I be changed to MA 15 for 
the land east and nom of the North Fork of the Tye Rlver. 

Alternatives 2 and 10 examine a range of allooationsforthis particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 15. While conslsteniwdh the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this areato 
Management Area 7 because most of the public land is Inaccessible, small parcels that Ile between the 
nationally recognlzad Blue Ridge Parkway and the South Fork Tya River, which 1s eligible for inclusion In the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. 

Letter 3720 

Response 

Management Area 7 This is a mod dilflcuk MA on which to comment ii unduly complicates the Plan and could 
be delated. Managing viewsheds should be accompilshed wHh restrictive standards H this MA is retained. we 
recommend acreages be delineated forthe sub-unb (Scenic Routes. Highlands Scenic Tour, etc ) and address 
wildllfe siandards In the Midground, Background and Unseen Area Some of lhe gtandards in this Management 
Area appear to be contradictory For example, with a VQO of Retention, the erea is available for oil and gas 
leasing and allows the salvage of timber. Also, in order tor us to comment further, It would be necessary for us 
to undersiand the meaning of 'naiural methods' of oonsiructing wild16 habiIat improvements 

Placing the primary emphasis on the visual resource wh in  a management area is as valid as puning d on 
wildlrfe. timber, recreation or any other resource where appropriate. The purpose of Management Aree 7 Is to 
protect and possibly enhance viewsheds along roules where public concern for scenic quallty is demonstrably 
high Emphasizing visual resources wdhln a management area does not complicate the Revised Plan any more 
so than if another resource is glven primary emphasis The standards wiihin Management Area 7 are not 
contradictory Many management practices may occur wdhin this area, but they are carefully planned in order 
to maintain a natural or near natural landscape appearance Regarding the commentei*s lasl siatement. the 
wording of that standard has been modified for clardicatton 

Letter 3726 

Response 

Menagement Area 9. Aesthetics 267 - Change to ' must meet the VQO of AT LEAST PARTIAL RETENTION ' 

VQO allocations to management areas are based on a combination of factors Includind the VQO Inventory, 
compatibiliiy with the recreebon opportuntty specirum class, and compabblltty wlth lhe general management 
goal for the area Consldering all of these factors, the Retention VQO is the most appropriate allocation to 
Management Area 9 

On the Warm Springs RD, Nimrod Hall 8 Heeling Spring quads, d is recommended that MA 9 (Beards Mt 
Roadless Aree) be changed to MA 15 west of the crest of Beards Mtn 

Alternative 7 examines a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended change to 
Management Area 15 While consistent wlth the overall theme. the preferred anernative allocates this area to 
Management Area 9 because It is more Important to maintain consistency and use the roadless area boundary 
to protect the integrtty of the Beard's Mountain Roadless Area 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Warm Springs RD, Sunrise quad. lt is recommended that MA 1 be changed to MA 15 just west of the 
Bath County Pumped Storage area 

Alternatives 2, 7, 10 end 12 examine a range of allocations for this particular area, including the recommended 
change to Management Area 15 While consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative a11ocates this 
area to Management Area 14 because high elevations exist in this erea Management Area 14 is more approprl- 
ate for this area 

Letier 4038 

Response 

On the Deerfield RD. Cralgsville 8 Green Valley quads, It is recommended that MA 1 t below the 2200 to 
26OO-foot contour interval be changed to MA 17 

Alternatives 5 and 14 examine a range of allocationsfor this particular area, including the recommended change 
to Management Area 17 While consistent wiih the overall theme. the preferred aiternatlve allocates this area to 
Management Area 11 because the It is important to show the public where AWs can be ridden on trails wlthin 
the Forest. Management Area 11 depicts the only areas of the Forest where AWs are permmed on designated 
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tails. The remainder of the Forest is closed to vehicles, such as ATV's. which are not licensed by the appropriate 
state. 

Letter 4038 

Resiaonse 

On the Lee RD. numerous quads, It is recommended that MA 10 (South Fork of the Shenandoah R ~ e r )  be 
changed to MA 13. 

No alternative considers the recommended allocation for this area While consistent wlth the overall theme, the 
preferred alternative allocates this area to Management Area 10 because most of the river does not meet the 
general characteristics of where Management Area 13 should be applied on the ground 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3941 

Response 

The large area south of the Tye RNer and including the Meadow Creek drainage, the Spy Rock Bash, and the 
Piney River Drainage, currently designated aa Management Area #l, should also be designated as Manage 
ment Area #13. 

The resulting area, lying along the A T  from Reeds Gap to US. Route 60, within Management Areas x6, #15, 
#E, #9, would represent a significant, interconnected backcountry recreation resource area wlth even greater 
value then its component parts 

The reoommendations for Meadow Creek drainage and Spy Rock basin are consistent wlth the overall theme 
of the preferred alternative These areas have been changed in the preferred alternative to Management Area 
13 For the Piney River drainage, while consistent wlth the overall theme, the preferred alternative allocates this 
area to Management Area 15 because the area contains timber and wildide values that outweigh Its value for 
providing dispersed recreation experiences 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Pg 2 - 1 0  [Standards] 7 S K &  L These openings sizes should decrease. A maximum openings size of 25 acres 
should be In 'L' to reduce the size of even-aged cuts 

Standard 756 provides contrast reducing techniques for the protection of visual resources The 40 acre 
openings are permwed only in areas adopting a moddication VQO From a visual standpoint, this is fully 
acceptable In terms of environmental acceptibiilty. the NFMA Regulations under 36 CFR 219 27(d)(2) permlts 
openings up to 40 acres for this forest type 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 8. 2-50 Desired future condition - 'No evidence of roads exists' is very idealistic. Road and rail cuts made 
over 100 years ago and unused for over 50 years are stili in evidence in other eastern wilderness areas 

The sentence in question (in the 'Desired Future' for Management Area 8) is changed in the final doouments 
to' Minor evidence of primitive travelways exists wlth no motorized use permwed 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Replace the second paragraph on page 2-9 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following 'Interpretive 
fecillties and programs are developed throughout the Forest interpretation emphasizes envlronmental educa- 
tion, cuitural resources and national forest management Proposed interpretive projects and facillties are 
discussed in Management Areas 7,12, and Appendix C '  

A moddication has been made to the paragraph so that it refers only to Appendix C A standard regarding 
interpretation Is included in many of the management area prescriptions, however the detailed proposals are 
in Appendlx C 

Add the following text the end of the third paragraph on page 2-41 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 'In 
appropriate areas of the forest, Interpretive Motor Routes are developed which demonstrate the variety of forest 
habttats and management techniques, as well as historical, cultural and recreational resources looatad along 
the route. Points of interest along these routes may be interpreted wlth a variety of media including but not 
limited to signs, brochures keyed to numbered stops, audio cassettes, or set frequency radio broadcasts.' 
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Letter 4038 Add the following text of the end of the fourth paragraph on page 241 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian: 'Along 
Interpretive Motor routes, some evidence of management actfvitles will be apparent to provide clear examples 
of the variety of management tools utilized on the Forest' 

Change the sMh paragraph under 'Desired Future Condltion on page 2-99 of the Dralt Revised Forest Pian to 
read. 'The trails are designed to interpret nature tothe general public, as well 8s specific groups wHh disabliitles. 
Three of these trails (Dlsoovery Way, Massanmen Story, and the National Children's Fore@ have paved trails 
on gentle grades to allow for moblllty-Impaired users to have access. The fourth trail (the Lion's Tale) is a bark 
covered trail bulk In cooperation wHh the Lion's Club lo  interpret nature to visually impaired users. Tothe extent 
funding allows, these trails will be fully maintained with Interpretive slgnlng kept upto-date and in good repair. 
OpportunHles for addltlonal Interpretive trail construction will be considered as appropriate. Interpretive motor 
routes will be developed whlch provlde vlskon wHh an opportunlty to learn about wildlife habitat and forest 
management practices and the species that benefn from such practices (See Management Area 7): 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

'Foundatlons', located In Appendix C of the Revised Pian, is a collection of proposalsfor interpretbe programs. 
The intent 1s that this will be a dynamic, evoivlng document in whlch material 1s added or deleted as new Ideas 
are presented and oonsldered (pg C12) There will be further opporlunltles for public involvement and 
comment at the project level for the various Interpretive programs. 

Change the second paragraph on page 2-41 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read: 'These routes are typified 
by the Blue Ridge Parkway, Interstate 64. and certain U S ,  state routes and forest roads, some of which are 
listed as Virginia Byways ' 

The Blue Ridge Parkway has been added to the sentence 

Change Standard 126 on page 2-43 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read. 'The viewshed Is unsuitable for 
timber production: however, vegetation management for wildlife habltat enhancement, recreation. or removal 
of dead trees for salvage purposes may occur or to demonstrate limber management practices.' 

The wording of the standard has been changed Several addltional reasons for conducting vegetation manlpu- 
latlon have been determined. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete the second paragraph under 'Foreground Zone' on page 2-43 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan. 

The Highlands Scenic Tour will be used to interpret multiple use management, which includes management of 
both natural and ouiturai resources The paragraph has n d  been deleted in the Revised Pian 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 137 on page 2-45 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Rehabliltation can be used to 
restore an area or facility to a condltion that meets the appropriate visual quality objective Rehabilltation 1s 
applied to existing roads, trails, bridges, or parking facillties as needed' 

That standard has been deleted. A standard pertaining to the use of the short term aiiernatives of Rehabilitation 
or Enhancement has been added under the 'Aesthetics' heading 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Change Standard 144 on page 2-45 of the Drafl Revised Forest Pian to read 'The area is sultable for timber 
management to demonstrate range of habltat management and stand composltlon management techniques 
Small openings in the vegetation may be oreated to provide visual diverslty and enhancement' 

The standard has been deleted in the Revised Plan Sultabillty for timber production IS discussed in the desired 
future condltion In the preferred anernalive, the foreground zone of the Highlands Scenic Tour is unsultable for 
timber production. The middleground, or interior area, of the Highlands Scenic Tour is sultable for timber 
production Interpretive trails from the Tour route to the interior area are proposed 

Change Standard 129 on page 244 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read 'The area is managed to meet a 
visual quallty objective of retention, except where management activlties are being demonstrated ' 
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Response Visual resource management is as much a part of multiple use management a8 Umber, wiidiHe or any other 
resource. interprelation along the foreground of the Highlands Scenic Tour will demonarata this by having all 
acthrlties meet the retention VQO 

Letter 4038 CommeMonSlandard 143onpage24olthe Draft Revised Forest Pian: HConcept Plan Ischangedtoinclude 
the functlon of interpretiva motor route that demonstrates forest management techniques, then leave as 18. 

The Concept Plan has not been changed; lt has always included both motorized and non-motorized interpreta- 
tion of natural and cultural resources and the Forest Sewice's role as the managing agency. 

Response 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 145 on page 2-46 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read: 'Timber harvesting and other 
management practices may be employedto achievethese objectlves (demonstrating hawesttechniques) olthe 
Highland Scenic Tour. These practlces are designed In a way whlch has a positive effect on the vlewahed and 
wildlife habitat and is protective of the cultural resources.' 

Ail activhies which occur in the foreground zone of the Highlands Scenlo Tour wlll meet the VQO of retention. Response 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 399 on page 2-82 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read The area is managed to meet a 
visuai quailty objective of pariial retention ' 

VQO allocations to management areas are based on a combination of factors including the VQO inventory, 
compatibility wnh the recreation opportunity spectrum class, and compatibiilty wHh the general management 
goals for the area Considering ail of these factors, the rstentlon VQO Is the mOat appropriate allocation for 
certain lands contained wlthin Management Area 9. 

Response 

Leiter 3660 

Response 

Forest Standard 1019 needs an exemption for salvage 

This slandard has been deleted. 

Letter 3705 

Response 

Management Area 17 should be eilmlnsted or merged with Management Area 16. 

Management Area 17 stili provides eariy successionai habltat, but not l o  the same level in emphasis as 
Management Area 16 However, n does help respond to the below-cost timber sale issue better than other 
management area and in that regard is needed. 

Letter 3728 Management Area 16. Fisheries €43 [tentatively renumbered 613aI- [There is no recommended change tothe 
text of this standard.] 

Management Area 18: Change Stocked Cold Water. Cool Water and Warm Water Streams 620 to Coldwater 
Streams 620 - [There is no recommended change to the text of this standard ] 

Management Area 16. Change Nativelrout Streams 619toColdwaterStreams619~ Fhere Is no recommended 
change to the text of this standard.] 

Management Area 18' Change Stocked Cold Water, Cool Water, Warmwater Streams 622 lo  Cool Water/ 
Warmwater Streams 622 ~ Change to' 'Sheams are managed in a manner that results in a water temlreratore 
regime wlth 2 degrees fahrenhelt of ambient' 

Management Area 18' Change Stocked Cold Water, Cool Water, Warmwater Streams 624 to Cool Water/ 
Warmwater Streams 624 - Fhere is no recommended change in the text of this standard] 

Management Area 16 Change Stocked Cold Water, Cool Water, Warmwater Streams 623 to Cool Water1 
Warmwater Streams 623 - rhere is no recommended change to the text of this standard.] 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3728 
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Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3848 

Letter 3848 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Management Area 18. Change Stocked Cold Water, Cool Water, Warm Water Streams 621 to Cool Water/ 
Warmwater Streams MI ~ phere is no recommended change to the text of this aiandard.] 

Management Area 18' Change Wild Trout Streams 614 to Coldwater Streams 614 ~ Change to. 'Coldwater 
atreams are managed In a manner that results in greaterthan 125 pieces of large woody debris per atream mile ' 

Management Area 18' Change Native Trout Streams 616 to Coldwater Streams 616. Change to. 'Coldwater 
streams are managed in a manner that results In dissolved oxygen values greater than 7 0 ppm: 

ManagementAreal8 Change NativeTroutStreams617to Coldwater Streams617- phere is no recommended 
change In the text of this standard] 

Management Area 18. Change NatweTroutStreams618toColdwat~Streams616-~hereisnorecMnmended 
change In the text of this standard I 

Management Area 18 Change Native Trout Streams 615 to Coldwater Streams 615 - Change to. 'Coldwater 
streams are managed in a manner that results in a maximum summer water temperature of 69 degrees 
fahrenhelt.' 

MA 18. Line 619. This line should read 'New impoundments' are prohibited on wild trout atreams ' Impound- 
ments have historically been one of the most destructive aspects of man's adwlties on fisheries. A large number 
of wild trout streams an the GWNF already are impounded wlth severe reduction (or elimination) In downstream 
fisheries No new impoundments should be permdied 

MA 18 Line 635 Change the word 'prohibited' l o  'limited'. We are not absolutely opposed to using heavy 
equipment in riparian zones for fisheries projects when the beneflts of the long term improvements outweigh 
the short term effects. 

Delate the fourth paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-70 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Change the heading Wild Trout Streams' to 'Cold Water Streams' on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 

Repeat Standard 440 (tentatively numbered 6130) under 'Fisheries' on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan 'Access is provided for anglers with special access needs ' 

Change Standard 614 on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Coldwater streams are managed 
in a manner that resuiis in greater than 125 pieces of large woody debris (LWD) per stream mile ' 

Change Standard 616 on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Coldwater streams are managed 
in a manner that results in dissolved oxygen values greater than 7 0 ppm ' 

Change Standard 624 under 'Cool Waterfflarm Water Streams' on page 2-122 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
to read. 'Impoundments are allowed on a case-by-case slte specdic evaluation d 401 certification is obtained 
from the Virginia Water Control Board. Impoundments are designed to allow complete draining A downstream 
catch basin is constructed for fish salvage ' 

Change the heading 'Stocked Cold WaterICool Waterfflarm Water Streams' to 'Cool Waterfflarm Water 
Streams' on page 2-122 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Change Standard 61 5 on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Coldwater streams are managed 
in a manner that results In a maximum summer water temperature of 69 degrees fahrenhelt wlth no more than 
a one degree fahrenhelt rise over ambient' 

Add the following new standard (tentatwely numbered 62-33 on page 2-122 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Cold Water Streams' 'Stocking hatchery trout over Class I and Class II wild brook trout streams will be 
discontinued wlthin 5 years of adoption of this plan' 

The Interdisciplinary Team has considered this recommendation and has incorporated the conoept in the 
preferred anernalive 
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Letter 3848 In Management Area 18 (riparian) we believe that the best management is achieved for fisheries In the QWNF 
by protecting and enhancing the natNetroutfishery by seeking means to increase productivity, improve habltat, 
avoid exiension of the range of exotic fish species and ensure aesthetic aspecis such as visual quality of 
streams We would like the following specrfic modrficalions made, 

Repeat Standard 437 (tentatively numbered 613b) under'fisheries' on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan. 'Forest lakes and streams are managedfor a quality fishing experience. Access 18 improved or enhanced 
whenever possible ' 

Repeat Standard 313 under 'Cool WaterWarm Water Streams' on page 2-122 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
'Stream disturbing activdies are avoided from April 15 to June 15 to protect fish spawning incubation. Any 
necessary instream activities wnhin these time periods must have concurrence of State and Forest Service 
fisheries biologists ' 

Move Standard 620 under the heading 'Cold Water Streams' on page 2-122 of !he Draft Rewed Forest Plan. 

Repeat Siandard 441 (tentativety numbered 613f) under 'Fisheries' on page 2.121 of the Drafl Revised Forest 
Plan. 'Siream and lake structures, fish &actors, lakefemlizairon and/orfishfeeding are encouraged to increase 
productivity Tire reefs are not used in areas where the water level periodically drops so as to expose them to 
view. Fish feeders are placed on lakes so as to be out of sight from swim sItes and other heavy use developed 
recreation opporlunlties ' 

Repeat Standard 438 (teniatively numbered 6130) under 'Fisheries' on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan, 'Fisheries enhancement through stocking and specialized regulations is encouragedto optimize angling 
opportunrties ' 

Repeat Standard 439 (tentatively numbered 613d) under 'Fisheries' on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Plan, 'Catch and release fishing regulations are encouraged d needed to optimize or enhance the angling 
experience ' 

The Interdisciplinary Team has considered this recommendation and has incorporated the concept into the 
preferred alternative Stocking and special regulations are not under the Forest Service's authoiity but are 
recommended and set by the VDGIF. The Forest Service manages habitat under Its authorlty and consub wkh 
State biologists on projects affecting fisheries resources. 

Lener 4038 

Laiter 4038 

Lener 4038 

Lener 4038 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Lener 3848 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 18. Line 624 [Refers to impoundments on warm-water streams]. Add the following. 'Water flow require- 
mentsfrom an impoundment should be equal i o  or greaterthan flow entering the impoundment during low flow 
periods ' 

MA 10 [Standard] 312 Allowing impoundments on a Wild and Scenic River is a contradictory situation The 
language of 293 & 294 (discourage hydroelectric, dams B levies) Indicated that you can't prohlbil them, so 
discourage them in 312 

Standards have been eliminated or changed to PROHiBiT new dams and levees on Wild and Scenic River 
Study Areas and on wild trout Streams Any dam constructed on warm-water or cool-water sifeams will have a 
complete environmental analysis on biologlcal effects and minimum flow needs 

m e r  3962 

Response 

MA 18 2-121 Wild Trout Streams Add a standard to read 'OHWAN trails are prohiblted from crossing a wild 
tmutstream 'Stream disturbing activities are avoided for 6 months of the year A vehicle crossing a stream will 
disturb the stream 

In the preferred anernative stream crossings are minimized In all riparian areas Where unavoidable, bridges are 
preferred over fords A N  trails can cross wild trout streams but only on bridges. When A N  use degrades any 
resource to unacceptable levels, the trail can be closed temporarily 
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Lmer 3962 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

On the Pedlar RD, Waynesboro West quad, It is recommended that Inch Branch be managed under Mgt 
Prescription 188, since It's a native (trout) stream 

On the Pedlar RD, Cornwall quad, It is recommended that Lady Slipper Run be managed under Mgt. Prescrlp 
188 since It's a natbe (trout) sheam. 

All wild trout streams under Management Area 18 are managed for native trout resources. The actual riparian 
area is unsuitable for timber production Vegatatlve manipulation is done to obtain the desired future condition 
of the riparian area. 

Delete Standards 295 through 313 on pages 2-2-68 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 

The fisheries and aquatic direction and desired future condltlons for rivers eligible for the National Wild and 
Scenio River System is found under Management Area 18 in the  Revised Plan. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 613a) on page 2-121 of the DraH Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Fisheries' 'Stream structure work is conducted to protect or enhance native fisheries resources. Struc- 
ture work is conducted to protect or enhance natwe fisheries resources Structure work should emphasize 
natural looking habltat improvement structures. Heavy equipment use in the streams Is limlted to the amount 
of time absolutely essential for the project (old standard 643 under fire) ' 

The Interdisciplinary Team has considered this reoommendation and has incorporated the concept in the 
preferred aiiernative 

Letter 3962 

Pasponse 

MA 1. [Standard] 12 Define'salvage sale of timber' Change'saivaga' to harvesting of dead trees...is permmed 

Salvage is defined in the glossary of the €IS Salvage will remain the proper term whenever dead, dying or 
degrading trees are cut and removed. 

Letters 3278,4036 

Response 

Latter 4226 

Response 

Change Standard 654 on page 2-125 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'Fords are not used in any wild 
trout streams without concurrence of appropriate state and federal biologists ' 

In the preferred aiiernative, stream crossings are minimized in all riparian areas. Where orossings occur, bridges 
are used unless sIte-specific analysis shows fords to be an acceptable alternative. State and Federal biologiets 
participate in the environmental analysis While co-ordination and consuRation wlth State agencies is appropri- 
ate, the Forest Servioe cannot give the States concurrence status concerning Forest management 

What types of timbering does the GWNF envision under Standard 756 in Laurel Fork's Special Biological Area 
and Remote Highlands Areas? 

Standards in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan under Management Areas 9 and 21 provide direction on salvage 
of these two areas 

Letter 3660 

ReSDOnSe 

Need more acres in MA's 14, 15, 16 & 17 

See Chapter 3 of the Revised Pian for adjustments in acreages 

Letter 989 

Response 

Keep the management prescriptions for 4WD use in separate categories from A N  use Classlfy 4WD use under 
dispersed reoreation under roads 

A distinction has been made between large 4WD vehicles and A N 8  
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Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3984 

Response 

Letier 4226 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Management areas are almost universally geographically defined by roads and human disturbances not by 
naturally occurring geophysical phenomenon: the resuii is an anthropocentric misinterpretation of biological 
ecosystems and geographical watersheds which should be reRecied in any scienttlic mapping of iha foreat 

The ID Team normally used easily recognizable landmarks to define management areas. Thls fact helps lhe 
public and the agency to more easily understand where these management areas are located. Also, there is a 
sooiel element involved in the objectives of most management araas. 

ManagementAreal6 Roads581 -Replacewith thefoliowing. 'Roadsara closed (TSLD) unleas nsedadto meet 
wildlife objectives' 

Thls standard ha8 been removed from the Revised Pian 

Standard 997 could be a loophole, since il is not made clear If the 'regeneration araa'will correspond preciwly 
wrih the sale area FHieen percent undaratocked area, repealed throughout the forest,have cumulative negative 
impacts. I suggest that fNe percent mighi be a safer standard. 

The standard says, 'area of the regenerated stand,' which corresponds to the cuiiing unri of the sale. There is 
no loophole. Below minimum stocking level does not mean non-stocked. which would be an impact il it 
occurred frequently on 15 percent of regeneration area 

[Salvage-removal under Standard 7561 iniroduces salvage operations of openings up io 40 acres. ll is not clear 
how an 'opening' is to be defined from the Pian, or how many openings are to be allowed on any given parcel, 
or what types of logging methods are to be applied. 

The Revised Pian does not show location of openings Such detailed Informalion is only available in ske-speofic 
project analysis. Appendix A does indicate what type of harvest may be used. 

Pian - Management Area 17 contains poriions of the forest sultabie for Intensive timber management 

In response to isues aboul timber harvesting, a management area emphasizing timber management practices 
was included in the Revised Plan. 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 321a) on page 268 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under the heading 'Soil and Water' 'Use of fescue for soil stabilization is avoided where possible due to Its 
detrimental effect on wildlife. Where use of fescue is considered necessary, endophyte free seed will be 
planted.' 

Letters 3728, 4038 
Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered m a )  on page 2-125 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Soil and Watet The Forest stays current with Virginia and West Virginia eroslon and sediment control 
regulation and amends the Forest Plan if regulation changes become more restrictive than Forest Plan Stand- 
ards ' 

Letters 3728, 4038 
Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered m a )  on page 2-125 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan: 
'Use of fescue for soil stabilization is avoided where possible dueto Its detrimental affect on wiidide Where use 
of fescue is considered necessary, endophyte free seed will be used ' 

The Revised Plan contains management direction on this subject in Chapter 3 under'COMMON STANDARDS. Response 

Letter 3728 Management Area 18' Delete standards 698,699 and 700 
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Letters 3728,4038 
Delete Standards 704 thru 706 on page 2-130 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3726 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Delete Table 2-12 on page 2-131 of the Dr& Revised Forest Plan. 

Delete Standards 958 thru 966 on page 2-168 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. These ware covered under the 
rewrmen Management Area 18 

Delete Table 2-16 on page 2-169 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Delete Standards 698 thru 701 on page 2-130 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Standards and tables related to streamside management zones are needed and cannot be deleted. They were, 
however, moved to 'COMMON STANDARDS', since streamslde management zones apply to lands in many 
management areas 

Management Area 18. Racreaiion 633 - Change to' 'ATV trails are prohibrted except ai designated crossings 
where approaches are graveled a minlmum of 100 feet from edge of stream. Brldges are uaed to cross perennial 
streams ' 

This change was not adopted A Management Area 11 standard states that bridges or cuhrerb are used where 
possible. 

Management Area 15 Roads 559 - Replace wlth' 'Roads are designed to the minlmum standard needed to 
maintain and protect the resource Usually only TSL D roads ar0 constructed Wildllfe funds are not to be used 
to pay for the added cost of constructing a road to a higher standard to serve other resources' 

Management Area 14. Standard 534 - Change to TSL D roads will be constructed in conjunction wlth wildlife 
and forest management actwlties. They are available for foot travel, but are closed to all vehicles except for 
administiatNe Use: 

Standards 534 and 559 in the Draft Revised Plan has been changed to read TSL D roads may be constructed 
In oonjunctlon wdh resource management ecltvrties They are closed to ell vehicles except for admlnlstratNe 
use ' 

Delete Standard 74 on page 2-35 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

This standard is consistent with research natural area management and IS therefore retalned. 

Change Standard 653 on page 2-125 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Portions of roads on edher side 
of stream crossings that would potentially contribute sediment to the stream ere graveled and maintained. 
Special precautions are taken on Hayesville soils' 

This change was adopted 

Management Area 16 Roads W a  - Add the following new standard. 'Open roads wlthin riparian areas will be 
reviewed wlthin 5 years and all roads not meetins Forest Service standards will be upsraded or closed to public - .. 
use ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 644a) on page 2-124 of the Dr& Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Roads' 'Open roads wlthin riparian areas will be reviewed and all mads not meeting Forest Service 
standards will be upgraded or closed to public vehicular use as soon as possible or no later than three years 
from date of plan adoption ' 

Due to the budgetary and time requirements imposed by this proposed standard, It could not be adopted. 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 646 on page 2-125 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Staged revegetation is used in 
riparian areas Permanent vegetation orsultable stabilization is required and maintained on all cut and fill slopes 
for all roads Revegetation measures are implemented wlthin 7 days 01 disturbance ' 

These standards were not changed Fourteen days lor revegetation measures allows both lor appropriate 
protection and for management flexibility. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

ReSpOllSe 

Change the fourth paragraph under 'Recreation' on page 2-73 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 
Campgrounds and picnic areas may be established in close proximity to the river as long as riparian resources 
are protected 

This change was made 

Management Area 18'Treat aquatic resources and terrestrial resources wlthin riparian aroas in an equal manner 
in this Plan The following is our recommendation for riparian management on the GWNF 'Because of the 
uniqueness of riparian areas and their aasociatod ecological. social. and economic benefits. riparian areas on 
the Forest will be managed as a separate MA to protect and enhance those unique resource values Rlparian 
areas have variable widths that are determined by ecologically signdicant boundaries On-thsground condi- 
Nons will determine the width of individual riparian area. howover, (he riparian width will be at least W o n  either 
side of perennial streams, lakes, and ponds Riparian areas consist 01 aquatic areas, wetlands, and riparian 
ecosystems associated wlth ponds, lakes, streams, spring seops, bogs. etc The Federal Manual for ldentlfying 
and Delineating Jurisdictional Wotlands is used to delineate wetlands The extent of riparian ecosystems is 
determined on the ground using features 01 soil. landform, and vegetation No feature is used alone to delineate 
these ecosystems Characteristics indicetwe of those ecosystems are (1) Soils. Entisols and inceptisols: (2) 
Landform - the floodplain and the first terrace: (3) Vegetation .the presence 01 wetland plants classnied as 
obligates or facukative wetland This 17,935acre management aroa dons not include those riparian areas where 
legal or administrative mandatos restrict certain activities. These aroas include existing wilderness and roadless 
areas recommended lor wilderness study (MA 6). the Lmle Lauroi RNA (MA 9, developed recreation areas (MA 
12) and administrativo sltes, utility corridors and communication sltes (MA 23) Mgmt. direction lor the riparian 
areas in these MAS is contained in the standards lor tho appropriate management area' 

Change the wording under 'Desired Future Condition' in Managomont Area 18 to read. 'Riparian areas will 
generally take on tho characteristics of a climax forest. Large diameter trees will dominate this area but a variety 
of age cie8Ses will eventually be present due mainly to naturally created forest openings The maturing and 
eventual death 01 large woody vegetation will increase the volumo of large stems in the stream and on tho 
ground wlthin the riparian area. These large stoms will increase stream complexity, resuning in beller pool 
structures. improved bank slabillty, added nutrients to the stream system, and reduced flow velocity that will 
decrease downstream flood damages The decaying trees on tho ground will Improve soil condltions and 
provide improved habltat for numerous species of plants and animals dopendent on riparian habltats Riparian 
areas adjacent to perennial streams, lakes, and ponds and wlthin spring seeps and bogs aro considered 
unsultoblo lor timber production. Some vogetation mgmt does occur in order to benoft riparian-dependent 
species or to speed the timeframe to achieve future desired condltion. The riparian areas provide natural 
corridors that onhance daily movements and migration of wildlife populations.' 

The Management Area 18 description and desired future condtion havo boon rewrmen and include many 01 
these ideas Although no minimum riparian distance is prescribed, evon the narrowest riparian management 
areas will be protected by filter sthps, shade strips. and vehicle exclusion zones 01 at least 66 feet from each 
bank See Chapter 3 of the Rovisod Plan lor details 

The following paragraph should applytoail 01Management Area 18:ln addltion to standerds756757.771423, 
833850,855-585,891-904,906,936,944.947,971-989,992, and 1021-1 028 listed in Forest Standards at the end 
of this chapter, standards 611 through 707 apply to all lands wlthin this management area' 

Standards 61 1-707 were divided by management area prescription Some were deleted and others moved to 
common Forest standards See Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan lor details 
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Letter 3728 Management Area 18 Designated Crossings 703 - Change to. 'Revegetation measures are Implemented to 
rehabllttate areas wlthin 7 days of disturbance ' 

Management Area 18 Soil and Water 657 ~ Change to' Revagetalion measures within arean disturbed by 
management activities are treated within 7 days from the start of disturbances.' 

Letter 3720 

Letters 3728, 4038 
Change Standard 652 on page 2-125 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Revegetabon measures are 
implemented on fill slopes over cuiverts wlthin 7 days of installation.' 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 989 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Management Area 18' Roads 646 - Change to 'Stage revegetation Is used in riparian areas Permanent 
vegetation or sultable stabilization is required and maintained on all cui and fill slopes for all roads. Revegeta- 
bon measures are implemented wlthin 7 days d disturbance.' 

These standards were not changed Fourteen days for revegetation measures allows both for appropriate 
protection and for management flexibility 

The management prescription for Management Area 11 for motorized recreation Is moddied on page 44 to 
include 4WD use in an A N  category This implementation monltoring program states that4WD roads can only 
be constructed to meet demand In Management Area 11 This contradicts other sections which Include no such 
limltation 

A N  trails will be monltored separateM from 4WD roads in the Revised Plan 

Pg 2-1 17, [Standard] #5!34 - Roads constructed for timber harvesting will be closed to protect soil and water. 

MA 16 [Standard] 581 While we are advocating no new roads, dyou build them they should be closed to public 
and O W  use 

As discussed In Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan under 'ISSUE 3 - FOREST ACCESS', the Revised Plan 
estimates lhat 90% of new system roads will be closed to public use' 

Pg 2-1 17, [Standard] #596 - Road locations and denslties should meet biological value and biodiversity lbues 
not timber access needs 

The intent stated in Standard 596 of the Drafl Revised Plan is appropriate for Management Area 17 

Pg 2-104, [Standard] #519 - No new road construction is permilied Reconstruction is limlted to protection of 
resource values. Existing roads are to be closed except for administrative use 

The Lmle River and Mount Pleasant Roadless Areas have been allocated to ManagementArea21 in the Revised 
Plan. A version of Standard 519 has been retained 

In river corridors MA 10 and any adjacent 13A or 138 areas Pg 2-71, [Standard] #339 - No addltlonal roads 
are constructed wlthin the corridor or area 

Management Area 10 only applies to the corridors of rivers quallfying for recreational or scenic river deslgna- 
tion R cannot contain standards that apply to other management areas 

Pg 2-62, MA 9 - Close all roads A few peripheral roads may be used for administrative purposes for wildltfe 
maintenance openings (mowing or prescribed burning) 

Management AreaelManagemen1 Prescriptions 
ADEOUACY OF THE REVISION 

I - 536 



Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 9 [Standard] 279 Road reconstruction should not be allowed In roadless areas. Exlaing roads should be 
closed 

There are roads In Management Area 9 that have been traditionally opened to public use The concept of 
'Remote Hlghlands' Includes the Intent to leave these roads open to public use as long as unacceptable 
envlronmental damage Is not occurring from their use 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 4 [Standards] 46,W 8 72 Change to read - 'No roads are constructed 'The phrase 'Is permitted to reach 
the boundaries of Hlstorlcal Areas' Implies that roads could be bulkthrough other areas regardies8 of prescrlp 
tlon. 

Standards 46 and 57 In the Revised Plan express the road pollcy consistent wnh the management of Historic 
and Geological Areas. Standard 72 in the Revised Plan has been changed to read. 'Road construction Is not 
permined Inside the area ' 

Letter 4268 

Response 

Plan - Revegetation projects should use native species 

Where possible. and while meeting project revegetation conditions, the Forest will use plant species native to 
this region 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Forest Standard i 73  The susceptibility of the cave biota to disturbance should be addressed speclfically In the 
cave mgmt. Plan 

This point will be addressed when plans for the management of individual caves are developed. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standards 71 and 72 on page 235 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 

Standard 71 In the Draft Revised Plan has been retained as written In the Revised Plan Standard 72 has been 
changed to read. 'Road construction is not permitted Inside the area: 

Change Standard 339 on page 2-71 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'No additional open roads are 
constructed within the corridor ' 

The intent in the Draft Revised Plan was to not construct any addltional roads In rivers quallfying for scenic i i a r  
designation under the National Wild & Scenic Rivers Act This same Intent 1s continued In the Revised Plan 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standards 355 through 364 on page 2-74 cf the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Riparian areas within Management Area 10 are now part of Management Area 18. Therefore, these standards 
have been deleted from the Revised Plan 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete the section titled 'Roads' and Standards 394 thru 395 on page 2-81 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

The road section In Management Area 11 is consistent wlth the management intent forthis management area. 
These standards have been retained 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 534 (tentatively numbered 5794 under 'Roads' on page 2-114 of the Drafl Revised Forest 
Plan: TSL D roads may be constructed in conjunction wlth forest management acthmles. They are available for 
foot travel, but are open for seasonal use where compatible wlth wildlde objectives' 

The intent of Management Area 16 isto provide some roads open to public use Some of the newly constructed 
roads could be TSL C The decision on the traffic selylce level must be made at the project level during 
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implementation of the Revised Plan Biological objectives in Management Area 16 need to be pelt of this 
consideration 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 581 on page 2-1 14 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Roads are opened or closed (EL 
D) to meet biological objectives ' 

Standard 581 of the Draft Revised Pian has been removed for the Revised Pian 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 10 Typing error at page 2-75, Standards, 3rd line, '947-9967. 970' 

All references to the Common Standards (called Forest Standards in the draft) are rewrmen in the final 
documents 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 18' Timber and Other Vegetation 6w - Change to. 'Riparian areas are classdied as unsult- 
able for timber production ' 

Some riparian areas remain sultabie Standards were modified, however, to make the first 66 feet of all riparian 
areas unsultable for timber management 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 18 Timber and Other Vegetation 661 -Change to. 'Vegetation management can be conduct- 
ed to beneflt riparian-dependent resources All vegetation manipulation requires concurrence by appropriate 
State and Forest Service biologists.' 

While coordination and consunation with State agencies is appropriate, the Forest Service cannot give the 
States concurrence status concerning Forest management. 

Letter 3728 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 18 Delete Standards 662 through 680. 

Delete Standards €62 thru 680 on pages 2-127 thru 2-128 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

Standards 667, 669 and 679 were deleted Standards 662666 apply to all riparian areas and are retained. 
Standards 668 and 670-678 were moved to 'COMMON STANDARDS' Standard 680 was modtfied to make the 
first 66 feet of riparian areas unsultable for timber production. 

Management Area 18' Delete Standards 682 through 685 

Standards 682, 684 and 685 were deleted Standard 683 was reworded to allow vegetative management to 
speed the recovely of the divershy and complexity or riparian vegetation 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Management Area 18. Timber and Other Vegetation E81 -Change to' Timber harvest adjacent to riparian areas 
is conducted [according to] riparian buifer zone (RBZ) standards ' 

Management Area I 8  Timber and Other Vegetation 681 a - Add the following new standard. The riparian buffer 
zone shall extend for33 feet beyond the established riparian zone on all streams, lakes and ponds, 33 feet from 
the bank of ail intermrttent streams and 66 feet beyond the edge of wetlands, spring seeps, and bogs.' 

Management Area 18 Designated Crossings 701 -Change to Vehicular use within the riparian area and buffer 
zone is limlted so as to result in less than 5 percent of the area with bare soil exposed ' 

Management Area 18 Timber and Other Vegetation 667 - Change to 'Corridors for cable logging in adjacent 
non-riparian areas may be cut through riparian areas after approval by the appropriate State and Forest Service 
biologists ' 
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Letter 3728 

Leiter 3728 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Management Area 18. Timber and Mher Vegetation 686 - Change to 'In riparian areas, salvage is permissible 
d d beneflts riparian resources' 

ManagementAreal8 Timber and MherVegetation 681 b -  Add thefollowing new standard The RBZ lsauttable 
for timber harvest but no more than 50% of the overstoly may be removed Salvage of all dead and dying trees 
is permitted wlthin the RBZ' 

Management Area 18 Timber and Mher Vegetation 681c ~ Add the following new standard. 'The riparian 
management zone. along wlth the RBZ, will serve as avehicie exclusion zone, shade drip, and fllter strip except 
where slopes exceed 45% In these situations, the finer strip will be extended to a minimum of 200 feet' 

These suggested changes entail the designation of riparian buffer zones that extend beyond the riparian area 
Streamside management zones of at least 66 feet buffer narrow riparian areas Addltional buffer zones are not 
needed 

Pg 2-128, [Standard] #M)3. Any particular problems or needs relative to a riparian area that is determined by 
FS and other applicable ecologists and biologists may be addressed on a slte-specflc basis 

The suggested change in this standard does not directly address vegetative management in riparian areas This 
standard was modlfied to allowvegeialwe management to enhancathe fecovery of the diversity and complexity 
of vegetation Riparian-dependent resources and values are given the highest priority. 

Lener 2629 

Response 

Forest access 'could' become VERY LIMKED by #8 Many of the proposed management areas are so ddferent 
than they are presently, It would make enacting and enforcing them nearly impossible and would only serve to 
alienate many different user groups, including OHVIFour Wheel Drive Some of the areas set as 'Roadless' 
areas, in no way flt the descnption of 'Roadless ' Closing those exishng roads would put unnecessary added 
and probably harmful pressure on the few remaining 'prime' roads. 

Management areas have been allocated so as to maximize the net public beneflts of the lands to which they are 
applied and in most cases do not change the character or access of the lands as they presently are Twenty- 
seven roadless areas were evaluated in the FEiS as presented in Appendix C Existing roads in these roadleas 
areas are discussed on an area-byarea bask Under the Revised Plan, a road system will be maintained that 
SeNeS the public, meets management needs, and protects resources In a cost-effective manner. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete the second paragraph under Management Area 11 on page 2-78 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

The paragraph was deleted 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Leiter 4038 

Change the second paragraph under Management Area 18 on page 2.120 of tha Draft Revised Forest Pian to 
read 'Riparian areas have variable widths that are determined by ecologically signlficant boundaries On the 
ground condltione will determine the width of individual riparian was ,  however, the riparian width will be at 
least 66 feet on elther side of perennial streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, spring seeps, and bogs ' 

No minimum width to riparian areawas set. However, even the narrowest riparian areas will be protected by filter 
strips, shade strips, and vehicle exclusion zones of at least 66 feet from each bank. Only those portions of 
riparian zones that extend beyond 66 feet from a bank can potentially be sultable for timber production. 

Replace paragraphs one, two, and three under 'Desired Future Condltion' on pages 2-120thru 2-121 ofthe Draft 
Revised Forest Plan wlth: 'Riparian areas will generally take on the characteristics of a climax forest Large 
diameter trees will dominate this area but a variev of age classes will eventually be present due mainly to 
naturally created forest openings The maturing and eventual death of large woody vegetation will increase the 
volume of large stems in the stream and on the ground wlthin the riparian area These large stems will increase 
stream complexlty resulting in better pool structures, improved bank stabillty, added nutrients to the stream 
system, and reduced flow veloclty that will decrease downstream flood damages. The decaying trees on the 
ground will improve soil conditions and provide Improved habltat for numerous species of plants and animals 
dependent on riparian habitats. Riparian areas are considered unsultable for timber production. Some vegeta- 
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tion management does occur in order to benefit riparian-dependent species or to speed the time frame to 
achieve the desired future condnion. The riparlan areas provide natural corridors that enhance daily movements 
and migration of wildide populations.' 

The desired future condkion for Management Area 18 was rewritten and expanded, wnh emphasis onbiological 
diversity and complexity. 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3726 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 6598) on page 2-126 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan: 
'The water quality standards and anti-degradatlon policy established by the Virginla Water Control Board shall 
not be vlolated: 

A standard to this effect was added. 

MA 6 [Standard] 109. W the area is unsunable for timber production, why will there be timber yleids that are 
non-chargeable? Are these wildlife clearings (111) or vista clearings (EO)? 

Standard 109 was amended to drop the reference to non-chargeable Non-chargeable is an administrative term 
used to classify volume from lands unsultabie for timber production. 

MA 11. [Standard] 410. The maxlmum size of even-aged openings should be 20 acres. 

Standard 410 is deleted and size of openings Is now governed by the common standard of 40 acres In Virginia 
and 25 acres in West Virginia for even-aged management Since Management Area 11 emphaslres motorized 
recreation a size restriction that emphasizes wildine habitat development is unnecessarily restridive. 

MA 17 [Standards] W5 & 6 Using herbicides is contraty to using biology as the driving force. 

intensive. effective and efficient timber production 1s the emphasis of Management Area 17 To achieve the 
desired future condition herbicides will be used in post and pre-harvest sltuations when site specdic analysis 
suppork that conclusion 

[Standard] €07 How do we find the areas where pine is the prescribed Management type? This needs to b-s 
on a map in the Plan. 

This is site specdic informatlon which will not be detailed or displayed in the Revised Pian Project level analysis 
will identdy when and where pine seedlings will be planted This is now a common standard. 

Pg 2-1 72. [Standard] 991. Why would you harvest on lands unsultabie for harvesting? Doesn't this defeat the 
purpose of classdying lands as unsuttabie? 

Refer to FEIS, Appendix B, and Revised Pian, Appendix A, to gain an understanding of land suitability analysis. 
Basically, there is land that could have been sultabie, however, It was not scheduled for harvesting in the 
FORPLAN ii solution for the preferred alternative This land is classified as unsultable for timber production 
because It is not needed, not because tt is unproductive This land may need vegetation manipulation to help 
achievethe desired future oondltion of the management areawhere it is located H atimber sale is the most cost 
effective way to achieve that vegetative manlpuiation, then the timber is harvested, even though the land 1s 
classdied as unsuttabie. Volume produced is non-chargeable towards accomplishing the average annual 
allowable sale quantity. 

Management Area 1 7  Fire 590 - Add ' specific silvicultural AND WILDLIFE OBJECTIVES ' 

Since Management Area 17 emphasis is on timber production, prescribed burning is used to meet specific 
silvicultural objeotives first There will at the same time be beneflts to wildlife from the prescribed burn, butthe 
main purpose is for siiviouitural needs 
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Letter 3726 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area I 6  Timber - Add the following new standard [tentatively numbered m a ] :  'Conversion of 
hardwood to pine Is not permtned ' 

Common standards only allow regeneration of hardwood to hardwood and pine to pine. 

Management Area 17, The following 16 a recommended 'purpose' for thls MA. The 'descrlptlon' and 'DFC 
should conform to this purpose statement. Purpose: Thls MA will emphasize the following: Primary: - Even-aged 
and uneven-aged sllvlcultural systems will be used to provide large, high qual& hardwood trees for lumber, 
hard mast production and scenic attributes Secondary: - Wildlife species tolerant of disturbances such 88 deer, 
grouse, squirrels, prairie warbler, chestnut-sided warbler and New England cottontail. -Some licensed motor- 
ized recreation opportunities will occur. 

Thls management areawlll minimize adverse effecta on wildlife, 8011, water, recreation and visual values In a cost 
effective manner. Forest product commodity outputs will contribute to soclai and economic well.be1ng of local 
people. Indigenous forest p e a  are kept at acceptable levels Motorized recreation opportunkles are provided. 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 1 5  Timber 568 - Delete this standard. 

Thls standard is replaced with. lntermedlata cuttlngs-such as Improvement. salvage, sanitation cuttlnga-wiil 
occur as long as progression toward the uneven-aged character of this land is maintained 

Letter 3728 

Response 

ManagementArea9:Timber282-Changeto: 'Land lsclasslfled 88 unsuitablefortlmber production butsulteble 
to meet wildlife habkat objectives &for salvage of dead & dying timber.' 

Land 1s classified only as sultable or unsuitable for timber production Vegetation manipulation can occur on 
unsuitable land to meet wildlde habitat objectives. A timber sale can be used if It Is the most cost effective way 
to manipulate the vegetation. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 166 on page 2-46 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Standard 166 has been deleted 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 147 on page 2-46 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

Standard 147 has been deleted. 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4038 

Response 

MA 11. [Standard] 414 Where is pine the prescribed Management Area type? Information showing this should 
be available for public comment 

Prescribed management type is the forest type for which the stand should be managed Usually it is Identical 
to the forest type The pine management type Is where pine forest types are found, or where a mixed stand 
should be managed for pine 

[Forest Standard] 1012 The maximum size opening should be changed to 25 acres 

Change Standard 1012 on page 2-176 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'The maximum size of openings 
for all management types on the George Washington National Forest for clearcut, shelterwood, seed tree, and 
other even-aged harvest cutting methods is 25 acres' 

Maximum size of 40 acres is the amount specdied In NFMA In several management areas where wildlife or 
visual resources are emphasized the maximum size has been lowered 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

ChangeStandard 1018on page2-176ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Temporary roads and skidirails 
are revegetated after silvicultural activlties are completed. The objective is to stabilize 80iis and provide 
moderate herbaceous growth of grasses and forbs. Fescue is n d  permined ' 

The standard is not changed Closed roads are seeded wlth non-invaske grasslforbllegume seed matures wkh 
known value to wildlife 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Comment on Standard 1w4  on page 2-174 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan' 'Pltch and tabla mountah pine 
need fire to regenerate successfully. Please clanfyl' 

They are serotmous species, meaning that heat from fire is needed to releesethe seedsfrom the cone for natural 
regeneratlon 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 548 (tentatively numbered 991 b) on page 2-172 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 'No artificial 
conversion of hardwood or hardwoodpine forest types to pine or pinshardwood forest types is permined.' 

This standard has been deleted Artificial regeneration wlth genetically Improved seedlings are used to regener- 
ate pine or pine hardwood stands where pine is the prescribed management type. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 540 (tentatively numbered 99la) on page 2-172 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 'The area is 
suitable for timber production Uneven-aged management using group selection and individual tree selection 
harvest cutting methods may occur, but should be limlted to where visuals are a major concern, as along some 
roads, etc: 

This standard is deleted Portions of some management areas have characteristics sultable for using uneven- 
aged management Uneven-aged management practices will be used in these areas if slte specdic analysis 
indicates such practices are appropriate to achieve the desired future condltions. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Change Standard 991 on page 2-172 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Any propots invoking timber 
harvesting on lands identified as unsultable for timber harvesting in the Revised Forest Plan are evaluated to 
determine that (1) such harvesting is necessary to protect or enhance muLple.use values other than timber 
production (2) such harvesting is consistent wlth the management direction for the appropriate management 
area, as determined by the appropriate resource professionals (le StateIUSFS wildlife biologists in MA's 9, 10, 
11. 14, 15, 16, and 18) The decision document contains this finding' 

The standard is left unchanged The NEPA process already requires consuiiation wlth others 

Question on Standard 970 on page 2-169 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 'Does this exclude skidders. etc 
Where does this apply on the Forest, in intermittent streams or Forest-wide? Please clarify on deietei' 

This standard means wheeled or tracked vehicles will not be used to conduct mechanical slte preparation, 
planting, release or weeding Forest wide 

Management Area 14. Timber 550 - Delete this standard and apply Forest Standard 1005 instead 

This has been done 
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Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 17 A standard is needed for a management direction for sites less than 70 for oak 

Clear direction is provlded in the desired future condiiion descriptlon for sltes 5oM) for oak. They will be 
managed for a mu of products 

Letter 3728 Management Area 17 Add the following new standard [tentatively numbered m a ]  'OPEN roads and vehicular 
trails are limited to no more than 2 miles per compartment (approximately 1,oOO acres).' 

Roads will be left open, closed, or closed seasonally In a manner that will protect so11 and water resources or 
meet the management objectives and desired future condnion of the management area 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Pg 2-73, [Standard] #%I - 'Unsuttable'. 

The management area is unsuitable for timber production. However, vlsual quallty objectives still apply for 
managing the visual resource 

Letter 3840 In river corridors MA 10 and any adjacent 13A or 138 areas Pg 2-71, [Standard] #340 -The area Is classified 
as unsultable for timber production 

All of Management Area 10 is unsultable for timber production Response 

Letter 3840 Pg 2-103, [Standard] #505 - Land is classdied as unsultable for timber production Salvage of dead trees along 
system roads 1s nct permwed 

Portions of Management Area 13 are sultable for timber production using uneven-aged management practices. 
Refer to the map that accompanies the Revised Plan. 

Response 

Letter 3MO Pg 2-1 19, [Standard] #MM - Even-age openings can range in size up to 10 acres (not 40) All timber cuts must 
be surrounded by biologlcal and visual buffer zones 

In Management Area 17 where timber production 1s emphasized, maximum size of opening can be 40 acres as 
allowed in NFMA Size may be less II needed to meet visual quallty objectives or sllvlcultural needs. 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 691 on page 2-129 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

The standard 1s deleted. Staged vegetation Is used in riparian areas on sites where excessive sedimentation is 
likely to occur Permanent vegetation is established and maintained on cut and fill slopes 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 686 on page 2-129 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan, *In riparian areas, salvage is permissible 
rf it beneftts riparian resources ' 

Standard 686 IS changed to read. dead or dying timber can be salvaged from riparm areas on a site spaodic 
basis d desired future condltion is maintained or can be met 

Response 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 661 on page 2-126 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Vegetation management can be 
conducted to beneflt riparian-dependent resources All vegetation manipulation requires concurrence by apprc- 
priate State and Forest Sewice biologists' 

This standard 1s deleted Any project on lands unsuitable for timber production in Management Area 18 would 
require review as part of the NEPA process 

Response 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

M e r  4038 

Response 

Change Standard 602 on page 2-119 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'The Forest strives for the 
following percent ranges of surtabie forest land in the 0 to 10 year age classes: Upland Hardwoods - 8 to 13, 
CoveHardwoods-11 to14.ScarletoaWBlackoak-101o13,WhitePine-13t025.YeliowPlne-14loX), Virginia 
Pine - 17 to 25' 

Standard 602 is changed to only refer to the three worklng groups from which timber will be harvested. They 
are Upland Hardwoods 8 to 13%. Cove Hardwoods 11 to 14%, and White Plne 13 to 25%. 

Replace the ninth paragraph on page 24 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Pian with the following 'Through riparian 
area management, large woody debris provides self-sustaining habitat. The need for additional fish structures 
and structure maintenance will be reduced through time.' 

Replace the tenth paragraph on page 24 of the Draft Revlsed Forest Plan withthe following: 'Management Area 
18 gives specific objectives for large woody debris, water temperature, sedlmentatlon. and dissolved oxygen 
levels See Management Area 18, standards 811 through 707' 

The desired future condition of the preferred alternative hea sufficient amounts of large woody debris that 
provide self-maintaining habltat, consequently additional artificial structures are not required. Where the desired 
future condltion 18 not met, artificial structures are added to provide sufficient habitat 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 601 on page 2-1 18 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read. 'Rotation ages for even-aged 
systems vary between the following range' Upland Hardwoods. 8010 120, Cove Hardwoods. 70 to 90, Scarlet 
oaWBlack oak - 80 to 100, Whlte Pine - 40 to 80, Yellow Pine - 50 to 70, Virginia Pine - 40 to 60' 

Standard 601 is changed to only refer to the three working groups from which timber will be harvested. They 
are Upland Hardwoods 80 to IX), Cove Hardwoods 70 to 90, White Pine 60 to 60. 

Change Standard 600 on page 2-1 18 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan lo read. 'On lands managed for quality 
sawtimber, minimum diameter objectives are' for upland hardwoods. 16' - No reference to years, for cove 
hardwoods - 18' - No reference to years, for white pine ~ 14'46'- No reference to years' 

Standard Mx) is left as is. A diameter objective is meaningless without an age objective when managing for 
effective timber production 

Change Standard 599 on page 2-118 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read. 'Lands with the following site 
indices are managed for quallty sawtimber. for upland hardwoods ~ 70 + oak, for cove hardwoods - 70 + oak, 
90 + yellow poplar, for whlte pine. 80+ white pine' 

Standard 599 remains unchanged White pine is productive on lower sltes than hardwoods. 

Change the second paragraph under'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-117 of the Draft Revised Forest to 
read 'Motorized recreation opportunlties are provided along arterial, collector, and local roads and trails. 
Ewistlng trails are maintained Avarieiy of motorized and non-motorized recreation activitles can occur Including 
hunting, fishing, mountain biking, dispersed camping, wildlife viewing, driving for pleasure, and viewing 
scenery Management activlties may or may not be visually evident.' 

The paragraph was changed to read Motorized recreation opportunltiesfor OHV and sedan travel are provided 
along arterial, coilector, and local roads and trails Existing trails are maintained A variety of motorized and 
non-motorized recreation activlties occur including hunting, fishing. hiking, bicycling, berry picking, dispersed 
camping, drNing for pleasure, and viewing scenery and wilditfe Management activlties may or may not be 
visually evident Mineral activlties may occur in a few locations Maintenance and restoratton of develoL"nts 
will be used to provide for wildlrfe habltat 
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Letter4038 Add the following new paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan: 
'Existing trails are maintained and new trails are developed l o  improve recreational acce88, where demand 
warrank' 

Add the following new paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 
'Road locations and denslties should meet timber access and wildlife habbt needs.' 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 Add the followlng new paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-116 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan: 
'Roads constructed for timber harvesting are managed for recreation, hunting, fishing, wildine viewing and 
admlnistretlve acce88.' 

Response Common standards for roads apply to Management Area 17 and don? need to be described in the desired 
future condition. Roads are only bulk In this management area l o  mest timber needs. 

Letter 4038 

Response The paragraph was deleted 

Delete the ffflh paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2116 of the Drafl Revised Forest Pian. 

Letter 4038 Repiacethe fourth paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Drafl Revised Forest Pian wnh 
'On lands wkh a sne index 50 or 60 equivalent for oak, even-aged and uneven-aged timber harvest cutting 
methods are used to maintain heanhy, vigorous mixed hardwood, pine hardwood and pine stands, particularly 
those dominated by the oak-hickory types, and which provide a mix of forest habkats ranging from early 
successional regeneretlon openingsto mature stands. Rotation ages on these skesvary, depending on species 
composnlon and the sikicunural method best surled for regenerating that species (oak-hickory types are 
favored wherever possible).' 

The paragraph w88 sllghtiy revised to read' On lands wkh a ske index 50 or 60 equivalent for oak, timber cutting 
methods provide a mix of forest products which are cut, regenerated, and grown on lands classified as suitable 
for timber production. The particular m k  of products Is governed by the siivlcukurai needs of forest stands. 
Products produced are sawtimber, pulpwood, fuelwood, and posts Timber objectives are not concentrated on 
any single aspect of the available market, but rather the mix of forest products offered fluctuates depending on 
sikicukurai needs and practices applied OpportunHies are provided for firewood gathering 

Response 

Letter 4038 Replace Standard 585 on page 2-1 15 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian wrlh' 'Regeneration harvest cuts average 
10 acres in size, but may range up to 20 acres, d wildlife habitat objeotives dictate and they are approved by 
the appropriate State/USFS biologists.' 

The standard now reads Regeneration cuts average approximately 8-10 acres in size, and do not exceed 20 
acres 

Response 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 584 on page 2-1 I 4  of the Drah Revised Forest Pian to read *Rotation ages for even-aged 
management very between the following range' Upland Hardwoods. 80 to 100. Cove Hardwoods. 70 to 100. 
ScarleVblack oak - 60 to 80, White Pine - 40 to 80, Yellow Pine. 60 lo  80, Virginia Pine. 50 to 70' 

The standard was moddied to specdiceliy indicate scarlet oak, 85 a part of upland hardwoods, has a rotation 
age range of 60-70 years 

Response 

Letter 4038 Change paragraph two under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-113 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to 
paragraph four and change k to read. 'Both motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunrlies are provid- 
ed. A variety of recreational actlvkies can occur, such as hiking, hunting, fishing, mountain biking, driving for 
pleasure, viewing scenery, and dispersed camping ' 

The paragraph was moddied l o  include fishing and wiidide viewing Response 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

ChangetheninthparagraphunderManagementArea16onpage2-113ofthe DraftRevisedForestPiantoread' 
'Roads constructed for Umber harvesting are managed for recreation, hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing and 
administratwe access: 

Replace the first paragraph under 'Desired Future Condrtion' on page 2-113 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
with. 'Hardwood and mued hardwood stands in this management area would average 60 to 100 years of age 
and are characterized by a mosaic of small, well-dispersed openings (of various age classes) and permanent 
herbaceous clearings A mlxture of forest vegetation varying in size, shape, height and species composition is 
produced that emphasizes areas in regeneration and provides grass, forbs and browse: 

Change paragraph three under 'Desired Future Condltion' on page 2-113 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to 
paragraph two and change It to read 'Uneven-aged and even-aged harvest methods ww1 a 5year to 10-year 
entry cycle provide mosaics of small openings where vegetation varies In size, shape, height, and species 
composition and at least 10.15% of the area in regeneration (0 to 10 year age class), as least 1415% in saplings 
(I 1 to 20 year age class) and at least 1015% in young polesized hardwoods (21 to 30 year age class). Grass, 
forbs, and browse are also provided on at least 2% of the management area: 

Add a new third paragraph under'Desired Future Condllion' on page 2-113 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 
'Even-aged harvest methods will be emphasized to create desired understory and stem denslty conditions, to 
maintain oak-hickory regeneration and to provide stand diverslty Even-aged management is the optimal and 
predominant method of regeneration for the purpose of this management area Uneven-aged harvest methods 
are used where visual objectives are a concern. Timber harvest operations are dispersed throughout the 
compartments to enhance wildlife habrtat surtabillty, however cutting uniis are laid out so that the desired age 
classes are adjacent or In close proximlty to each other' 

The entire desired future condbon was rewrmen However, the references to timber management are not 
included The emphasis is on early successional species and habrtat 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered m a )  on page 2.108 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 
under 'TimbeP The total area regenerated per entry period will not exceed 10% of the National Forest 
ownership wlthin the compartment' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 5743 on page 2-1 12 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 
The total area regenerated per entry period will not exceed 10% of the National Forest ownership wlthin the 
compartment ' 

The amount of regeneration will be guided by how It helps meet the desired future condition. Standards such 
as rotation ages and habltat conditions over a wider area than an arbltrary compartment boundary will be used. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 5MI on page 2-112 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan, 

There Is no such standard number on page 2-112 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 559b) on page 2-110 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 
'Even.aged regeneration cuts (clearcut, sheltemood, and seed tree) are separated from each other by a 
minimum distance of 6M) feet ( I O  chains) 'Removal cuts' (in this case, the practice of commercially removing 
the overstory, usually a mtxed oak stand containing scattered whlte pine sawtimber, from a naturally established 
whlte pine seedling-sapling understory/midstory) are also regeneration cuts to which these dispersion require- 
ments apply.' 

The minimum dispersion distance has been 330 feet (5 chains) Wlthoutsome Justdicetion for a greater distance. 
there is no reason to change 

Management AreasIManagement Prescriptions 
ADEOUACY OF THE REVISION 

1-546 



Letter 4038 

Response 

Add a 'Timber' section on page 2.110 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

The timber standards appear throughout the pages describing this management area 

~etter 4038 

Response 

Replace the third paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-1 I O  of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
with' 'Where silvicuhurally optimal, uneven-age harvest methods wfih 10 to lsyear entry cycles provide 
contlnuous overstories of older and younger trees, large dens, continuing supplies of hard and soft mast for 
wildlife or brood range.' 

The desired future condltion for Management Area 15 does not specifically mention the use of uneven-aged 
management However, a standard Is included to allow uneven-aged management in portions of the manage 
ment area identdied as feasible for uneven-aged management Slte specdic analysis during project implementa- 
tion will describe how uneven-aged management is helping to achieve the desired future condltion 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Add a new paragraph under 'Desired Future Condltlon' on page 2-110 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan %e 
even-aged harvest method will be emphasized to maintain oak regeneration, to create open understory condi- 
Uons and to provide stand diversity Even-aged management 1s the optimal and predominant method of 
regeneration for the purpose of this Management Area Long narrow cuts wlth an undulating perimeter are 
preferred Even-aged harvest methods wlth longer rotations are used to provide mosaics of older and younger 
trees. large dens and continuing supplies of hard and soh mast. Timber harvest operations are dispersed, not 
concentrated. wlthin the compartment to enhance wiidllfe habdat sultabillty.' 

The desired future condltion has been rewritten to include some of the commenters' concerns 

Repeat Standard 548 (tentatively numbered %la) under 'Timber' on page 2-107 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Pian. 'No artdicial conversion of hardwood or hardwood-pine foresttypes to pine or plnahardwood foresttyDes 
Is permmed ' 

Artdicial regeneration Is covered in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan under 'COMMON STANDARDS'. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 542 on page 2-107 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

This standard was deleted 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 585 (tentatively numbered 4036) under 'Timber' on page 2-83 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan' 
'Regeneration harvest cuts average 10 acres In size, but may range up to 20 acres, i f  wildlife habitat objectives 
dictate and they are approved by the appropriate State/USFS biologists.' 

In Management Area 11 where motorized recreation Is emphasized, the Common Standards relating to size of 
openings is suilicient direction for helping to achieve the desired future condltions Restridom in sire for 
wildlde habitat are not necessaiy 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 584 (tentatively numbered 403d) under Timber' on page 2-83 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 
'Rotation ages for even-aged management vary between the following ranges Upland Hardwoods - 8010 100, 
Cove Hardwoods ~ 70 to 100, Scarletlblack oak. 60 to 80, Whlte Pine. 40 to 60. Yellow Pine - 60 to 80, Virginia 
Pine - 50 to 70.' 

Management in the yellow pine working group is not needed to meet the desired future conditions In Manage 
ment Area 11. Scarlet oak/black oak is considered as part of the upland hardwoods working group and does 
not need a shorter rotation in this management area 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 583 (tentatively numbered 4030) undervmber' on page 2-83 of the DraH Revised Forest Plan. 
'Even-aged management is the predomlnant silvicunural system used to meet wildllfe requirements The 
decision on any specdic timber haNest method is based on siie-speclflc analysis' 

Both uneven-aged and even-aged systems can be used in Management Area 11 The actual cutting method In 
erther system will be a srte specific decision 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Repeat Standard 533 (tentatively numbered 403a) under Timber' on page 2-83 of the Drafi Revised Foresi Plan 
'Closed roads ara seeded with vegetation for wildllfe species. Fescue is not seeded for wildllfe species ' 

Closed roads are seeded wrth non-invasive grasslforbllegume seed mixtures wrth known value to wildllfa. 

Repeat Standard 582 (tentatnely numbered a b )  under 7imbef on page 2-83 ofthe Drafi Revised Forest Plan' 
The area is sutiable for timber production ' 

The suitable and unsuitable portions of Management Area 11 are clearly described In the narratbe 

Delete Standards 404 through 414 on pages 2-83 and 2-84. 

Standards 405 through 411 are deleted Standards 412413 are now In Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan under 
'COMMON STANDARDS' 

Change Standard 369 on page 2-75 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan to read' 7 h a  Forest strives to attain an 
overall rotation of 120+ years for even-aged stands Rotation ages for even-aged systems are varied between 
the following range Upland Hardwoods ~ 120 to 200, Cove Hardwoods - 120 to 170, BlacWScarlet Oak - 70+. 
Whtte Pine - 80+' 
Scarlet oak is part of Upland Hardwoods and has a rotation age of 70+ 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 764 to page 2-35 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan: 'No 
salvage of insect damaged, diseased, wind thrown, or fire killed trees shall occur. Firewood cutting shall not 
occur. 

The standard now reads, Salvage of dead and dying irees. and firewood gathering is not permkied. 

Change Standard 76 on page 2-35 of the Drafi Revised Forest Pian to read 'Existing and candidate Research 
Natural Areas are classlfd as unsuitable for timber production ' 

The entire Management Area 4 is unsurtahla for timber production as stated in the narrative. lt 16 not necessary 
to restate for each portion of the management area 

Revise Table 2-7 [In the Draft Revised Forest Plan] to reflect acreages in evan-aged and uneven-aged systems 
only, instead of listing particular methods, make sure table says estimated average acreages Clearly refer to 
ail the potential (known and future) heNest methods which may be employed €%AMPLE. Shelterwood and 
moddied shenemood are not the same methods and moddied is not mentioned in the Plan but is being 
promoted by the GWNF Staff 

Table 2-7 is revised to show estimates of the type of cming methods Such information Is disclosed for each 
alternative in the FEiS 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 3962 

Combine the Timber and Vegetation write-up on pages 2-14 lhru 2-17 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian into a 
new heeding of Vegetation Menagemenr. Refer to pages 13 and 14 of the Commonweatlh of Virginia com 
ments for the correct order of the paragraphs 

Since the 'TimbeV narrative refers to treatments on lands suitable for timber production and the Vegetation' 
narrative refen to treatments on unsultable land, the two distinctions are important 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 293 to page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian under 
the heading Tmber and Other Vegetatlcn' 'Salvage of Insect damaged, diseased, wind thrown, or fire killed 
trees shall occur only lfthat activity is consistent with the speclal bloiogical management objectives forthe area. 
Firewood cutting shall not occur' 

Culling of dead or dying trees can occur along existing roads to provide public safety. Availablltlyfor removal 
as salvage depends on the degree of disturbance determined on a case by case basis 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian with the following. 'On Lands 
Unsuitable for Timber Production. As displayed in Table 2.6, approximately -% of the Forest Is unsuitable 
for timber production On most of these lands, the desrred future condition involves allowing natural disturb 
ances and changes that occur in a forest environment to be the controlling factor affecting vegetation. Some 
habitat manipulation may take place on unsultable lands to meet biological objectives ' 

Replace the final paragraph on page 2-15 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following. 'The Forest Pian 
allows both even-aged and uneven-aged harvest systems and specifies that the system which will best achieve 
the goals and objectives of the Managemant Area will be utilized ' 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2-17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following. 'About -% 
of the sukabie land is managed to emphasize production of high-quality habitat with increased public accesa 
Management on these lands emphasizes high quality habitat, while producing valuable sawtimber, and pro. 
vides fuelwood and pulpwood See Management Area 17.' 

Replace the fourth paragraph on page 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian wlth the follcwlng~ Trees may be 
salvaged when existing access makesthem readily available and when such action is ccnslstent with Manage- 
ment Area objectives' 

Replace the second paragraph on page 2-17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following 'On Lands 
Suitable for Timber Production The desired future condition on lands suitable for timber production involves 
changes In vegetation to accomplish speclfic Management Area objectives Table 2.6 contains a breakdown of 
the number of acres of land suitable for timber production in each management area. COMMEM Revise 
acreages according to the attached standards and guides ' 

Replace the llfth paragraph on page 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth the following. 'Habitat improve 
ment projects cause vegetation disturbances when clearings are created or prescribed burning is done.' 

This section has been completely rewrben These comments are no longer relevant 

Change Standard 540 on page 2-107 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read. 'The area is suitable for timber 
production Uneven-aged management using group selection and individual tree selection harvest cutting 
methods may occur, but should be limited to where visuals are a major concern, as along some roads, etc: 

This standard Is deleted There is no longer any land dedicated to uneven-aged management in Management 
Area 14 

Standard 568 'Only ground based logging systems are used.' Should be added to all Management Areas that 
are sultable for timber production 
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Response Cable logging and helicopter logging are viable logging systems thet can often be less disturbing to the 8011 
than ground based systems when valuable timber is involved. They will be used when appropriate 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 17 [Standard] 603 Opening size should be limlted to 25 acres, with a 20 acre average. Openings should 
niso be biological drlven by wlldlrfe needs, not timbering needs 

In Management Area 17 where timber production is emphasized. opening sire is drlvan by efficient economical 
and effective timber production This is the whole purpose of having management areas Management areas 
are areas of the Forest wlth slmllar management objectives where compatible management prescriptions are 
applied 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 10. [Standard] 368 Add even-aged to thisstandard. lcannotfind aForestStandardforslopesand timbering 
in this plan 

This standard Is deleted 

MA 9 [Standard] 282. Salvage of dead or dying timber should be considered timber production and Is therefore 
not allowed If salvage stays in, salvage should only be accessible from existing roadsthat are on the perimeter 
of the area, and not from roads that go into the area Khese should be closed to conform with the roadless 
classification) 

Project plans and thalr environmental analyses which plan to convantionally harvest timber recognize and 
specdically analyze condltions and sltuations where soil productivity may be impaired long term These 
condltions are listed as. soils less than 20 inches to bedrock, extremely stony sutfaces, and conddrons 
established by the soil inventory where K-value (soil erodibility facior) and continuous slope indicates the 
T-factor (allowable soil loss) Is exceeded Salvage of dead, dying or damaged trees can occur from perimeter 
roads using helicopter logging for a distance up to 112 mile Salvage and firewood gathering from interior roads 
can occur using ground based methods wlthout addltional road construction. Landings can be provided 
adjacent to existing roads There arevery few roads wlthin Management Area9 These do not preclude roadless 
classdication since up one-haif mile of road per 1oW acres is permissible in roadless areas 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 681 on page 2-128 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' l imber harvest adjacent to 
riparian areas is conducted using ripanan buffer zone (RBZ) standards ' 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 681 b) on page 2-128 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under l imber and Other Vegetation' 'The riparian buffer zone is sultable for timber harvest but not more than 
50% of the overstory may be removed Salvage of all dead and dying trees is permitted wlthin the RBZ.' 

Delete Standards 682 thru 665 on pages 2-128 thru 2-129 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 66ic) on page 2-128 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under The riparian management zone, along wlth the RBZ, will serve as avehicle exclusion zone, shade strip, 
and filter stripexceptwheresiopesexceed 45% In thesesltuations. the filter strip will be extended toa minimum 
of 203 feet * 

Add the following new standard (tentatively numbered 66la) on page 2-128 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
under 'Timber and Other Vegetation'. 'The riparian buffer zone shall extend for 33 feet beyond the established 
riparian zone on all streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, spring seeps, bogs, and 33 feet from the bank of all 
intermittent streams ' 

Standards 684 and 665 are deleted Standards 681683 are replaced with The first 66 feet of the riparian areas 
is unsultable for timber management The remaining riparian area is classdied as sultable for timber manage. 
ment that meets the desired fulure condltlon of the riparian areas and blends with the adjacent management 
area's desired future condition Vegetation in riparian area is managed as follows 

The first 66 feet from the edge of stream bank is classdied as unsultable for tlmber management The highest 
prioriiy is to manage vegetation to meet the Desired Future Condltion of the aquatic (fisheries end aquatic 
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

dependent animals and plants) resources ldentdication of vegetation to treat (overstory and understory) is 
determined by stle specdic analysis 

The remaining riparian zone is classAed as suitable for timber management and appropriate blend treatments 
wlth the adjoining areas' desired future condltion The highest priorlty is to manage vegetation in a manner that 
will benefrt terrestrial dependent animals and concurrently provide high quallty forest products except where 
aquatic zones such as seeps, depressions, and old channel beds exist In these cases, managlng for aquatic 
dependent resources Is the highest priorlty 

Change the first paragraph under 'Desired Future Condltion' on page 2-1 17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to 
read. 'Vegetation wlthin this management area consists of a mixture of forest stands of varying ages and forest 
types, depending on slte quality Individual stands are fairly undorm in age but contain a variety of species 
which. due to growih variations, are of dmerent sizes The Forest is characterized by a mosaio of habltat types, 
ranging from mature forest stands to early successional habitat. wlth a mixture of age classes interspersed with 
permanent herbaceous clearings Dispersion and distribution of age classe8 is dependent on site quallty and 
habltat objectives ' 

Add the following new paragraph between the first and second paragraphs under 'Desired Future Condltion' 
on page 2-1 17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 'Better sltes supporting older stands wlth longer rotation ages 
provide habltat for species which prefer mature forest stands such as squirrel, turkey, pileated woodpecker, etc 
Poorersltes supporting shorter rotation ages provide avariety of age classesfavoring species which prefer early 
successionel habltat or mmd aged stands, such as ruffed grouse, deer, whlte-eyed vireo, chestnut-sided 
warbler, etc ' 

There are no specdic wildlde habltat objectives in this management area Management activlties In the stands 
are spatially distributed and timed to minimize effects on wildlife values in a cost effective manner. 

Change the first paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 
'This 60,131-acre management are contains portions of the Forest containing the better quallty sltes which 
produce the best wildlde habltat and can support high wildlife populations. This management area is intensively 
managed to provlde quality hardwood and mixed stands, creating avariety of habitattypeswhich benefit awide 
range of wildlde species Even-aged and uneven-aged silvicuttural methods are used wlthin this management 
area to achieve desired biological objectives The management area IS well accessed. providing a range of 
opportunlties for wildlife viewing. hiking, hunting, fishing, mountain bicycling, timber harvesting and fuelwood 
gathering.' 

Replace the second paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth. 
'The Forest is characterized by a mosaic of habltat types, ranging from mature forest stands to early succession- 
al habitat, wlth a mixture of older, younger and regenerated stands Dispersion and distribution of age classes 
is dependent on slte quality and habltat objectives.' 

Replace the third paragraph under Management Area 17 on page 2-1 16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wlth 
'On lands with a site index of slte 70 or higher for oak, or equivalent for other species, timber harvest cutting 
methods are applied that will best provide high quality mixed hardwood, pine hardwood and pine stands . 
where suitable, oak-hickory types are favored - providing quality wildlife habltat. These 6110s are managed on 
long rotations Decisions on specdic harvest methods are based on site-specdic project-level analysis to meet 
habltat objectives ' 

The paragraph was left unchanged The emphasis for this management area is timber production. Management 
in the stands are spatially disturbed and timed to minimize effects on wildlife values in a cost effective manner. 

Change the first paragraph under 'UnevenAged Managemenr on page 2-1 07 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
to read .In addltion to standards 851-854, 938, 939, 990, 993, 9961003, and 10151019 In the FOREST 
STANDARDS at the end of this chapter, standards 540541,543,548, and those not numbered apply to lands 
that are suitable for timber production where uneven-aged timber harvest cutting methods are employed to 
achieve wildlde objectives ' 
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Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and 1s now Chapter 3 Standards for uneven-aged Management no longer apply to 
Management Area 14 because there are no lands dedicated to uneven-aged management 

Change the first paragraph on page 242 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Besides standards 112 thru 
128 listed below, standards 756-823,825,826,831850,855937,940.966,971-989,992,1018, and 1021-1027 
under FOREST STANDARDS at the end of this chapter apply to the visual foreground of outstanding scenic 
routes traversing the Forest These are typtfled by Interstate €4, certain U S and stale routes, some of whioh are 
listed as Virginia By-Ways ' 

Change the sixth paragraph on page 2-44 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read The FOREST STANDARDS 
listed under SCENIC ROUTES above and standards 129138,140146, and 148 listed below apply to the visual 
foreground zone of the Highlands Scenic Tour.' 

Change the first paragraph on page 247 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'Besides standards 150152, 
154-155, and 157-165 listed below, Standards 756767, 771823, 833935, 938966. 970-993, 996-1003, 
1015-1019, and 1021-1027 under FOREST STANDARDS st the end of this chapter apply to the mldground, 
background and unseen areas of the Highlands Scenic Tour.' 

Chapter 2 was rewrillen and is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 7 see Standards, The Highlands Scenic 
Tour - Standards Foreground and Standards Middleground Other than the Common Standards noted, the 
standards listed apply only to Management Area 7 

Change the first paragraph under 'Even-Aged Managemenr on page 2-108 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to 
read 'In addltion to standards 768.770,825831,851-854.938,939,941,967-970,990,993995,996-1002,1004, 
1006-1014, and 10161019 lnthe FORESTSTANDARDSatthe endofthischapter,slandards544550,andthose 
not numbered below apply to lands that are suitable for timber production where even-aged timber harvest 
cutting methods are employed to achieve wildltfe objectives' 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 14 see Standards, Suitable Lands. Mher 
than the Common Standards, the standards listed apply only l o  Management Area 14 

Change the first pnrngraph on page 2.66 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wdh the following 'In addltion, to 
standards 756-823, 825, 826, 831-850, 855858, 891-904.906-937, 941-946.967-969. 971989,991.992, and 
10M1027 a1 the end of this chapter. standnrds 292thru 295. nnd 314 thru 325, and those not numbered are 
common lo  both recreational and scenic rivers All Standards set forth in Management Area 18 also apply to this 
manngement area ' 

Change the first paragraph on pogo 2-73 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan l o  read. Standards 341 thru 354 apply 
l o  segments of rivers qualify.ng for scenic river designation ' 

Chaptor 2 was rewidten and is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 10 see Standards (common l o  both 
recreational scenic rovers), Sconic Rmr - Standards and Recreational Rivers . Standards Other than the 
common Standards noted. the stendards listed apply only to Mnnagomont Area 10 

Change the first paragraph under 'Standards' on page 2-76 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'In addition 
to standards 756767, 771823, 833850, 855658, 891-937. 944.946, and 971-990 at the end of this chapter, 
standards 371-373, 376378, 382-389, 391393 and those not numbered listed below apply to all lands within 
this management area ' 

Change paragraph one under 'Standards' on page 282 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' 'In addition 
to standards 851-854, 859890, 938940, 942, 943, 947-966, 970, 991, and 993-1019 listed under FOREST 
STANDARDS at the end of this chapter, standards 394403, 533, 562, 582-587 and those not numbered listed 
below apply to lands suitable for timber production wrlhin this management area ' 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 10 see Standards Other than the 
Common Standards noted, the standards listed apply only to Management Area 1 1  
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Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Lelter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change the heading of the fourth paragraph on page 2-101 of the Draft Revised Management Plan to read 
'Crabtree Falls, Lake Moomaw, Hidden Valley. Sherando Lake, Panther Falls' 

Change the first paragraph under'Standards'on page 2-103 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Besides 
standards 508 thru 523 listed below, standards 756823, 825, 826, 833850, 855858, 891-904, 906935, 941, 
944-946.979.984-989,992,and t021-1027underFORESTSTANDARDSatiheendofthlschapterapplytoL~le 
River, Mount Pleasant, and Spy Rock Basin ' 

Change the first paragraph on page 2-102 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read: 'In addtiion to standards 
755765, 771-821, 833-850, 885904, 906936, 944-948, 971-389, 891, and 1024.1027 listed In the FOREST 
STANDARDS at the end of this chapter, standards 491 thru 507 and one not numbered apply to Crabtree Falls, 
Lake Moomaw and Hidden ValleyJackson Rtver ' 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and 1s now Chapter 3 For Management Area 13 see Standards Other than the 
Common Slandards noted, the standards listed apply only to Management Area 13. 

Change the first paragraph under 'Standards' on page 2-110 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'In 
addltion to standards 756767,771-823,825-831,@32-850,854937,940,941,942-966,967-969,971-989,991, 
593,10212 in theFORESTSTANDARDSattheendofthtschapier, siandards533,551563,939,1024,1027and 
those not numbered apply to all lands wlthin this management area: 

Change the first paragraph under 'Even-aged Management' on page 2-1 12 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to 
read. 'In addltion to standards 768770, 825831, 851-854, 938, 939, 941,967-970,990,996.1002, 1004-1014, 
and 10161019 In the FOREST STANDARDS at the end of this chapter. standards 570 thru 574, and those not 
numbered below apply to lands that are sutiable for timber production where even-aged timber harvest cutting 
methods are employed to achieve wildltfe objectives' 

Change the first paragraph under 'Lands Unsultabie for Timber Production' on page 2-1 11 to read. 'In addltion 
to standards 768770,825831,941.967-969, and 991 in the FOREST STANDARDS at the end of this chapter, 
standard 564 and 565 apply to lands that are unsuitable for timber production: 

Change the first paragraph under 'Uneven-aged Managemeni' on page 2-1 11 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 
to read~'inaddltiontostandards851-854,938,939,970,990,991,993,996.1W3and 10151019intheFOREST 
STANDARDS at the end of this chapter, standards 566,567 and those standards not numbered apply to lands 
that are sultable for timber production where uneven-aged timber harvest cutting methods are employed to 
achieve wildlde objectives ' 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and is now Chapter 3. For Management Area 15 see Standards, Standards Unsuitable 
Land, Standards Uneven-aged Management, and Standards Even-aged Management Other than the Common 
Standards noted, the standards listed apply only to Management Area 15 

Change the first paragraph under 'Standards' on page 2-114 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'In 
addltiontostandards756-823,82~,993-1W2,1004-1014, and 10161018,1oM1023. and 1025 listed inthe 
FORESTSTANDARDS atthe end of this chapter, standards 531,533,534,562,576567 andthose not numbered 
below apply to all lands within this management area' 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 16 see Standards. Other than the 
Common Standards noted, the standards listed apply only to Management Area 16. 

Change the first paragraph under 'Standards' on page 2-117 of the Drafi Revised Forest Plan to read, 'In 
addltion to standards 756823.825-990.993-1002,1004-1014,10161018, and 1020-1023 listed in the FOREST 
STANDARDS at the end of this chapter, standards 533,562,564,589.610,10261027 and those not numbered 
below apply to all lands within this management area ' 

Chapter 2 was rewritten and Is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 17 see Standards. Other than the two 
Common Standards noted, the standards listed apply only to Management Area 17 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 48 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Change the first paragraph under 'Standards' on page 2-121 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'In 
adddion to standards 756757, 771823, 833850, 855858, 891-904, 906-936, 944447, 971-989, 992, and 
1021-1027 listed in FORESTSTANDARDSattheendofthischapter, standerds313,43741,611633. -2, 
644661, €81,686690, 692-697,702,703,707 and those not numbered listed below apply to ell lands within 
this management area.' 

Chapter 2 was rewrmen and is now Chapter 3 For Management Area 18 see Standards for all MA 18 Lands, 
and Management Area 18A ~ Standards. Other than the Common Standards noted, the Standards listed apply 
only to Management Area 18 

Replace the tenth paragraph on page 2-14 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan wrth thefoliowing"Allowable Sale 
Quantity Timber management is one of the major tools used to achieve the desired Mure condrtion of the 
Forest Management sreagoals producea wntinuingfiow ofwwd productsforthe bendrtof society in concert 
with accomplishing other resource objectives The average annual allowable sale qusntlty for the plan period 
is - million board feet harvested off lands surtabia for timber production. AppendixA of this Revised Forest 
Plan contains details of the timber management program including the base sale schedule.' 

This paragraph was deleted in the revision of Chapter 2 Allowable sale quantdy Is defined in the glossary 

Delete the final paragraph on on page 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 

This paragraph was deleted in the revision of Chapter 2 

Revise the acreages in Table 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian based on changes caused by adjustments 
In the standards in Management Areas 14,15,16 and 17 

There are no acreages in Table 2-16 There is a table of unacceptable weather condltions for herbicide 
application Herbicides will continue to be a viable option for post and pre-harvest srte preparation 

'Illegal O W  use is prevalent Law enforcement and peer pressure have not been effectwe tools for controlling 
illegal use off designated routes ' Peer pressure and enforcement have continued to prove ineffeotnre against 
ATV abuses (Plan, 2-61, 2-62) 

Law enforcement is an integral part of forest management and as such is an integral part of Land Management 
Planning Nevertheless, the specifics of law enforcement is outside the scope of the planning process. Not 
having speclfic routes designated for A N s  would make management and law enforcement much mora drffiouk 

Forest Standard 771 ' The WVDNR is not aware of the existence of the West Virginia Cave Board mentioned in 
this standard Agencies to be consulted regarding 'caves' should be identified in this standard Perhaps the 
Cave Conservancy of the Virginias and the Nature Conservsncy should be official contacts 

Reference to speclfic agencies has been removed from the standard 

Forest Standard 775 in the second sentence the phrase 'adjacent to cave entrances' should be more clearly 
defined. 

The standard has been simpllfied in the Revised Plan 

Management Area 15. Recreation 555 -We request that this standard be deleted 

Pg 2-1 10, [Standard] #555. Motorized use allowed where It doesn't conflict wlth indicator species objectives 
(on open system roads only) 

Standard 555 has been deleted from Management Area 15 in Chapter 3 of the Revised Pian. 
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Letter 3728 Management Area 17 Recreation 593. Add the following The area is managed to provide recreation opportu- 
nities compatible wlth a semi-primltive motorized 2, semi-primRive motorized 1, or a roaded niodfied ROS 
classfication This allows a non-motorized recreation opportunity spectrum classfication as stated in the 
Desired Future Condltion for this management area' 

Change Standard 593 on page 2-1 17 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' The area is managed to provlde 
recreation opportunlties compatible wlth a roaded natural ROS classnication ' 

Management Area 17 contains acreage wlth three adopted ROS classes roaded modnied, roaded natural, and 
semi-primltive motorized (subclass 1) 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

Management Area 15. Add the following new Forest Standard pentatlvely numbered S a ]  which reads as 
follows 'Existing trails are maintained and the trail system expanded.' 

Trail management is covered under 'COMMON STANDARDS in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan 

Forest Standard 786 it is not clear how and by whom caves are classdied to one of the 3 classes. How is this 
done? How are classlfications reviewed' Will caves be monltored to determine impacts of visltation? 

This standard, repeated as Appendix D of the Revised Plan, has been deleted as a standard Determination of 
classification will be made by Forest professionals including but not limned to the Forest Archaeologist, 
Botanist. Wildlde Biologist, appropriate Staff Officers and DistriCt Rangers. Cooperating agencies and educa- 
tional instltutions will be involved as necessary and appropriate Caves will be monltored for impaoia 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Pg 2-1 14, [Standard] #581 - Roads are closed (TSL 0) OHV use on open system roads only 

This standard has been deleted from the Revised Plan 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Pg 2-104, #[Standard] 514 - I.. some roaded natural recreation opportunities are offered In the periphery of 
these areas'- seems10 be a constant attempt to invade roadless areas with roads and road oriented activities. 
The periphely of roadleas areas should reflect a management attempt to protect the integrity of the designated 
area 

The areas on the periphery of roadless areas may be managed to protect the integr'Hy of the roadless area by 
allowing no new roads to intrude Nevertheless, an open road on the periphery is still there and does have an 
influence on the area 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Pg 2.103, Desired Future Condltlon - Existing roads to be closed and are not opened seasonally 

The 'Desired Fuiure' for Management Area 13 has been rewrmen. However, It 1s wrthln the theme of the 
management areato allow motorized use on existing open roads by licensed vehicles only. This remains In the 
standards for the area 

Lder 3840 

Response 

Letter 3848 

Letter 3848 

Pg. 2-1 17, 2nd paragraph - Motorized recreation opportunlties are provided on open system roads only, and 
not on any trails. 

The 'Desired Future' for Management Area 17 has been rewrlnen Motorized use is not allowed on trails. 

2a. MA 9 Line 279. Add 'Existing roads should be evaluated for closure' In keeping with the spirn of remote 
highlandswe should actively be encouragingvisitorsto expioretheforestonfoot.Thisgtatementdoesnot imply 
an advocacy of closure of all roads in area 9, but will encourage consideration of the values of roadless tracts. 

2b MA 9 Line 279 (again) In area 9 add 'Motor vehicles are confined to open roads and trails Open range 
driving through forest and riparian areas is prohiblted 
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Response 

Letter 3848 

Letter 3848 

ResDonse 

Letter 3848 

Letter 3848 

Response 

Standard 279 has been rewrkten to better define road management in Managemerd Area 9. Crow countty 
motorized travel Is prohibited in all alternatives in all management areas. 

3. In area 11 we have several concerns The first of these la the relawe slze of the area, some 17,000 acres for 
5 trails We belleve that the designation of an entire area for AN/OW use could lead to open ranging wlthln 
this area rather than oonfining the vehicles to the constructed trails. in area 18, riparian zone ar4 deslgnaied for 
streams, why not designate specific trails as such with ATV/OHV use confined expllcltiy to zones of say 25 feel7 
This would confine these vehicles, then, to deslgnated paths and it would be clear that open ranging is not 
permitted The rest of the designated area I t  Includes room for posslbletrall expanslon after appropriate revlew 
and public comment We therefore recommend the following speclflc changes: 

3a. MA 11. Line 373. Add 'AN/OHV trails are designated zones of up to 25 feet width ' [we suggest 25 feet, 
more or less may be appropriate]. 

The write up for Management Area 11 has been rewritten to clarity what happens Flmi, the preferred aiternative 
has only four A N  trails. three existing and one proposed Use is restricted to the trail only and a 25 foot zone 
Is inappropriate Cross country travel is prohibited Any A N  trail construction will be preceded by necessary 
environmental analysis on the Impacts to resources and analysis of any trade-offs among resources 

3b. MA 11. Line377. Add'NewOHV/ANtrailsshould not be constructed wherethey will need tocross a rlparlan 
zone' Change existing line to ' ..designated crossings which are bridged or graveled. ' Motor powered 
vehicles which are intended to be used off roads have resulted in considerable resource damage due to 
irresponsible human use. We are particularly concerned that these vehicles are not permitted to be operated 
In a place such that the opportunity for abuse In riparian zone arises We would further add'New O W A N  trails 
should not be opened or constructed within 100 yards of a wild trout stream ' By provlding a buffer sone of a 
football field's length between a trout stream and an ANIOHV trail, the possibility of abuse 1s reduced and 
conflicts between user groups are controlled 

3d. MA 11. Lines 374 and 385 To both of these lines we would the phrase ..except when the trail Is wdhin 100 
yards of a trout stream * This In keeping wnh our comments In 1 c above 

The concept of recommendations made in this comment is included in the Common Standards for the protec- 
tlon of riparian areas 

Letter 3848 

Response 

3c. MA 1 I. Line 379 Change to 'OW and A N  use open to OHV or ATV use ' This clarllies that ATV use off 
trails is prohibited. 

The wording of Standard 379 has been moved to the Common Standards The discussion for Management Area 
11 has been rewriiien to clarify that cross country motorized travel IS prohiblted 

Letter 3848 

Letter 3848 

Response 

30. MA 11. Line 3896 Add 'Trails are located no closer than 1 W yards of these areas.' 

3f MA 11. Line 389f. Add 'Trails are located no closer than 1 W yards to these areas ' 

A specific distance criterion is inappropriate to best protect the resources The resources of an area, natural and 
cultural, will be protected as necessary 

Letter 3848 

Response 

3g MA t i  Lines 394 and 395 The following should be added, 'Illegal ATWOW use will result in trail closure 
until a management plan to reopen the trail is approved by the Forest Supelvisor 

A separate standard is included which states that routes or trails are cicsed when unacceptable adverse effects 
occur or are likely to occur The routes remain closed until the adverse effects are eliminated and until measures 
are implemented to prevent recurrence 
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~ener m2 MA 1.7. This standard should appear In every Management Area. Vehicles use should only be on open syatem 
roads. Trails are not suitable for OHV use 

Management Area 1 has been dropped from the preferred alternative Appropriate discussion has been 
included to state that licensed OHV use 1s restricted to open roads. 

Response 

Letter 3962 MA 11 : [Standard] 379. OHV use should only be available on roads open for public use. Trails for OHV use ara 
actually roads, should be called roads, and should be shown on system road maps, and should count as roads. 
When these 'trails', go Into roadless areas, you call them roads. You need to be conslatent. 382. Why define 
rides as short or long? This separation 1s not used In any other recreational descrlptlon. Delete 'and from short 
to long' In first sentence, and delete sentences X2 and 3.3890. Delete .minimum Iwc-hour riding experience' 
39Oc. Please shown me an area with significant A N  use that does not pose a significant disruption to wlldiWe 
habitat. Does this mean that a11 A N  trails will be closed? 

Standard 379 In the Draft Revised Plan has been moved to Common Standards and renumbered. In the 
preferred aiternatlve, licensed OHV use 1s restricted to open roads. Roads are called roads throughout the plan. 
Standard 382 In the Draft Revised Plan has been deleted. A two hour minimum experience 1s desirable from a 
user point of view and this standard remains Effects of AWs on wlldlne habitat ara considered In the 
envlronmental analysis completed or to be completed for each A N  trall it 1s acknowledged that there are 
impaots to wlldlb habitat Standard 390 has been deleted from the preferred alternative. 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letler 3962 

Response 

MA 12' [Standards] 448 & 475. OHV use should not be allowed In these sites. They should stay on designated 
roads that are open to everyone Developed recreational sites should have roads to them that a passenger car 
can travel. 

Roads In all developed recreation sltes are suitable for normal passenger car use. Llcensed OHV's may use any 
road in accordance with the laws of the states 

[Standard] 556. Public motorized travel needs i o  be prohibited as early as February to protect physical 
resources. Driving on OHV roads In February and March during mud season can be very destructlve 

The reasoning behind this standard has been Included In another standard In Management Area 15 The District 
Rangers will have the optlon of closing any route wlth unacceptable resource damage at any time. 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Res~onse 

MA 9 [Standard] 273. Recreation facility development should not be allowed wlthln the area. Solitude and 
development are not compatible. You should be strivlng for low interaction between users. 

Facillties of a prlmitlve nature may be present to protect the resources end safety ofvlsltors. The standard has 
been removed and wording has been Incorporated in the 'Desired Future' of Management Area 9 to this effect. 

MA 11' In [Standard] 3896, routes are selected that avoid sensitive species areas. The Peten Mill Run A N  
complex runs rigM beside a Special Biological Area In fad some of the sensltive species have been killed by 
A N  use off the road This areashould be closed until the sensitive species have recovered In the area they once 
were 

In the  referred alternative. the boundaw of Manaaement Area 4 near the Taskers GaD A N  trail has been 
changed to coincide with the creek The existing traidoes not go through Management Area 4 In areas where 
unacceptable adverse environmental impacts occur, A N  trails will be closed until the sltuation 1s corrected 

Letter 3962 MA 11. 2-61 & 2-82 - Desired future conditions Why are we planning for well-designed and well-maintained 
overnight camping facilities within this specdic Management Area? The users of Management Area 11 can use 
the campsltes In the forest that are open lo  all users You are limltlng the general public use of them by putting 
them in an area wlth only one specific recreational opportunity 
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Response There are no developed recreation campgrounds in Management Area 11. Users may camp In the area very 
much as they may camp most anywhere in the Forest If funding allows and demand calls for n, developed 
campgrounds may be buiit to serve ORV/ATV users. However, they will not be for exclusive use by such ussm. 
Management Area 11 emphasizes motorized recreation opportunhes. However, It is not meant to limk other 
recreation opportunities that are compatible. 

Letter 3962 

Response 

MA 17 2-1 17. Desiredfuiure conditions Motorized recreation opportunkles should not be provided along balls. 
They should only be on system roads. 

This comment is correct Motorized use of trails should not wcur in Management Area 17. 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Standard 7, 'OW use restricted to open system roads', should be in every Management Area of the Plan. 

Therelsa broadspectrumof OHVstandards[122,139,153.315,2-69].Standard530isabetteroneandshould 
be in all Management Areas. 'Public motorized use is restricted to open system roads.' 

Standards In Management Area 11 and common standards address O W  use The concept of the comment Is 
included In the appropriate discussions and standards 

Letter 3998 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

PATC urges the inclusion by the Forest Servlce of the Big Blue and Big Schloss trails syslem under Manage 
men1 Area 6 as 'sensltivrty level 1' trails 

Management Area 6 Is exolusively for the Appalachian National ScenicTrail The Big Blue and Big Schlcsstrails 
will be protected as appropriate wdhin the management areas that they traverse 

Delete the fdih paragraph on page 2-9 and Table 2-24 In the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

The Revised Plan has been reformatted There will be e table in the plan that lists open roads that will offer the 
best opportunlties for high clearance vehicles 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Replace the third paragraph on page 2-9 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with the following. 'Motorized 
Dispersed Recreation The desired future condltion is to maintain a network of open system roads that provlde 
dispersed motorized recreationlo licensed vehicles In avarieiy offorest settings The decision as10 which roads 
will be open will be based on each Management Area's objectives ' 

The format of the Revised Plan is different from that of the Draft The concept behind this comment has been 
incorporated 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Replace the fourth paragraph on page 2-9 of the Drafi Revised Forest Plan whh the following 'ATV UBB on the 
Forest Is Incompatible wlth an alternative that emphasizes biological values No new trails will be developed. 
However, three trail complexes exist or are being developed on the Forest Existing trails will continue to be 
provided If users comply with regulations and no resourca degradation occurs. See Management Area 11 ' 

Thls recommendation that no new trails be developed was not adopted However, any new trail that Is 
developed must be analyzed for environmental effeds and trade-offs among all resources, natural and cunural. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 25 on page 2-29 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 'All forms of off-road vehicle use 
shall be prohiblted' 

This reoommendaticn does not apply to the wording of standard 25 Off-road vehicle use is addressed In 
common standards Standard 26 has been changed to reflect that motorized public use Is restricted to open 
system roads and new road construction is normally prohiblted 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Delele Standard 68 on page 2-34 of the Draft Revised For& Plan 

Standard 66 In the Draft Revised Plan has been replaced with a new standard that states that lands wlthln this 
management area retain their existing ROS classrfication 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 70 on page 2-34 of the Or& Revised Forest Plan 

This standard 1s needed and has not been deleted 

Delete Standard 139 on page 245 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan This standard is a repeat of Standard 122 

This standard has been deleted OW use is addressed in common standards and In individual management 
arass e8 necessary 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 280 on page 2-64 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan lo read 'Bridges and culverts are not 
Installed for vlsltor convenience, but may be established for safetv and resource prctectlon or management 
purposes ' 

Bridges and culverts installed for management purposes would be for user convenience This is not approprlata 
to the the theme of Management Area 9 

Letter m a  

Resoonse 

Delete Standard 153 on page 2-47 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 

This standard has been deleted. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standards 3891, 390 8.0, 1-3, and Table 2-10 on pages 2-79 thru 2-84 

Standards for Management Area 11 have been reformulated lo beuer address motorized recreation 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change letter a under Standard 389 on page 2-78 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' .a Demand 18 
determined end documented In measuring demand. the following factors are normally included. the commlt- 
men1 of an OW club for assistance wlth construction, maintenance, patrolling and monitoring, slgndicanl 
number of requests by ATV users or other publics to provide facillties: demonstrated conflicts wlth ATV use and 
other Forest usem; and existrng unconholled ATV use subjects the natural resources to unacceptable adverse 
effects.' 

This standard has been rewraen wlth simplerwordlng than In eltherthe draft or in the recommended changes 
The Intent of the standard has not changed however 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 389 on page 2-78 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. Proposals for ATV routes are 
evaluated during project level analysis using the following criteria from the publication t ~ l e d  Management 
Dlrection For Off-Road Vehicle Use in the Appalachian Mountain National Forests (pages es).' 

The standard has been rewrmen to be more inclusive than ether the Draft Revised Plan or the recommended 
changes Specdic route analysis may have additional criteria not included in any of the references. 

Letter 4038 Replace Standard 388 on page 2-78 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with. 'Monltoring and evaluation of ATV 
trails will be accomplished principally by trail user organizations wlth Forest S e ~ i ~ e  backup and enforcement 
ANtralls will be closed by the Forest SeNice In the event of egregious misuse or abuse. The following activities 
constltute misuse or abuse illegal access off designated routes, failure to maintaln trails In accordance with 
agreemenis wlth the Forest Service, failure to ensure appropriate trail user behavior Including the prevention 
of adverse impacts upon adjacent natural resources, and violation of law or regulatlon associated wlth ANtrail 
use ' 
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Response The recommended change would betoo complex forthe scope of this plan Such wording would be confusing 
rather than helpful However, the concept behind the recommended change 18 already in place wkhln the 
standards for Management Area 11 and In other applicable regulations and directions. Monitoring and evalua- 
tion will be done as necessary 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 40 

Response 

Change Standard 387 on page 2-78 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to rend. 'Area or trails are closed to the 
type of A N  causing, or likely to cause, considerable adverse effects. The areas or tralls remaln closed until the 
adverse effects have been eliminated and until measures have been Implemented to prevent recurrence Action 
Is taken to provide siternate trails where feasible 

Changes made io this standard make it simpler and more straight forward than either the recommendation or 
the Draft Revised Plan. 

Change Standard 383 on page 2-77 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Series of loopa are used when 
laying outand designing OHVtrailsystems This resub lnamore compaottr~lsystemthatconflnes~e lmpacta 
of A N  use to an area that is smaller relative to trail systems that are linear and long-distance In nature ' 

The existing standard is simpler and says the same thing. 

Delete Standards 379 thru 381 on page 2-77 of the Draft Revised Plan. 

Standard 379 has been moved to Common Standards, 380 has been reworded, and 381 has been deleted 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Replace Standard 378 on page 2-77 ofthe Draft Revised Forest Plan with: 'Volunteer and trail user organizations 
are principally responsible for AlVtrall maintenance and for overslgM of ANtrail use Such organlzatlonsmust 
adopt trails with, and accept, these respcnslbillties in order for trail systems lo remain open Volunteers will be 
actively recruited to assist the Forest Service In trail construction and maintenance The Intent Is to promote the 
use of peer pressure to enforce compliance with rules governing A N  system use ' 

The recommended changes would make the standard overly complex and would be beyond the scope of the 
specltlc standard. We agree to the Idea that volunteers have an important role in management. The Forest has 
excellent relationships with groups and individuals and will continue to work them for the best management of 
motorized recreation opportunlties 

Lener 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change the third paragraph on page 2-94 of the Drnfi Revised Forest Pian to read The Bear Wallow area near 
existing faclllties at Elizabeth Furnace will be developed as n lbunlt horse camp n will have full amenilles for 
keeping horses and a bathhousewlthflush toiletsand warm showers The road access totheareawlll be paved 
A suitable horse trail system will be developed and maintained. 

The discussion under Management Area 12 has been reformatted. Certainly, Ha campground with facllilies for 
keeping horses 1s to be bulk, it would follow that there ought to be a trail available for equestrian users. The 
proposed Bear Wallow site Is Included for hlghly developed facilities, but specific reference to providing horse 
keeping faclllties has been removed. Site specific decisions will be made at such time as the area Is buitt. 

Add a #3 footnote on page 287 of the Draft Revised forest plan which reads, We do not recommend expansion 
of facilities at McClintic Polnt ' 

Delete seventh paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-89 because McClintic Polnt Is not to be 
developed 

McClintic Polnt group camping facilities will be developed. Environmental analysis on this projeci has been 
completed 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Management Area 12 page 2.88 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan' COMMENT: Horeetralls at Edlnburg Gap eke 
should avoid Special Btoiaglcal Area. 

Standards under Management Area 4 state thatlrails and other recreation facliitles are located so no negative 
Impacts -cur to the natural values of the established area 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Siandard 401 on page 2-82 of the Draft Revised F o r a  Pian to read. Roads conaructed to provide 
access for timber sales may be used to provide A N  opportunities when they can be Incorporated Into exlatlng 
trail complexes and are compatible with habitat objectives' 

Motorized recreation is the emphasis of Management Area 11 not wiidilfe habitat management. it Is understood 
that habitat management may occur within the management m a ,  but under the theme of the management area 
it 1s subordinate to motorized recreation. In reaittj, wiidilfe habltet objectives will likely play an Important part 
Ot trail and road development. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Lelter 4038 

Response 

Leiler 4038 

Response 

Change paragraph two under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2.82 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read 
'illegal A N  use Is not prevalent Law enforcement and peer pressure are effective tools for controlling illegal use 
of lands off designated routes. 

The 'Desired Future' for Management Area 11 has been rewriiten. Illegal use is not allowed. While law 
enforcement is imporiant and is an integral pari of management, it 1s ouisldethe scope of the planning process. 

Change paragraph one under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-61 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 
The area is characterized by a natural, relatively unmodified environment The ATVtrall system blends well with 
the natural environment. Impacts from ATV use are confined to the immediate trail environment The area Is 
served by well-designed and well-maintained trailheads and overnight camping facilities.' 

Change paragraph one under'Deslred Future Condition' on page282 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 
The area conialns a mixture of stands of vafylng ages and forest types. The A N i r a l l  syatem blends well wlth 
the natural environment. Impacts from A N  use are confined to the immediate trail environment The area Is 
served by well-designed and well-maintained trailheads and overnight camping faclllties. 

The 'Desired Future' for Management Area 11 has been rewritten and reformaned The concept of the recom- 
mended change is Incorporated in the discussion, but not the exact wording. 

Add asecond paragraph under'lands Suitable forTimber Production' on page 2-82 of the Draft Revised Forest 
Pian. 'In A N  trail systems, consideration Is given to aesthetically pleasing trail experiences for users. Forthls 
reason, the desired visual quallty objective is Partial Retention, which can be achieved through buffering trails 
from timber hawest areas.' 

The discussion on Management Area 11 has been rewreen and reformatted wnh lands suitable and unsuitable 
for timber production combined. The VQO for the trails 1s partial retention Techniques for meeting the VQO do 
not need to be directed in management area standards 

Change Standard 910 on page 2.163 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read, 'Low standard roads and 
travelways may be used to augment horse, mountain bike, and general hiking demands, If such use does not 
signlficantly impact the bioioglcal resource ' 

This 1s a Common Standard. Standardsfor Individual management areas address Impacts on various biological 
rasources. The forest will be managed for all resources, biological and othefwise, with the net public benefit8 
being maximized This involves a balancing of resource use8 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Leiter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 784 on page 2.145 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Laws protecting caves from 
Illegal relic collectors and vandalism are vigorously enforced. The Virginia Cave Act requires a permit for any 
cave collection and research ' 

Caves will be managed acoording to several state and federal laws. The Virginia Cave Act 1s recognized, but 
rt Is not necessary to mention it individually 

Change Standard 774 on page 2-16 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Until a significant cave list Is 
completed. all caves are protected from two types of potential damage. subterranean Impacts (Impacts from 
wtlhln the cave, chiefly recreation), end surface impacts (damage ham surfaoe activiiies). Damagefromvisbr 
traffic, vandalism. end carelessness may occur In caves Trash, Imer, trampling, broken speleothems, graffiti, 
and human body waste are the most prevalent damage Damage to cave life such as bata and cave beailes Is 
less apparent but may be irretrievable.' 

As recommended, the reference to blind cave fish was deleted, since none are known to exist on the Forest. 

Change Standard 633 on page 2-123 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'AN trails are prohibited except 
at designated crossings where approaches are graveled a minimum of 50 feet from edge of stream. Brldges are 
used to cross perennial streams' 

This standard has been rewritten and included in the common standards The goal of protecting streams 1s 
intended 

Change Standard 630 on page 2-123 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Resource damage around lakes 
and streams is minimized. Trails and camps are managed to discourage overuse of areas adjacent to lakes. 
streams, and fragile soils Streamside management zones are established where overuse damages riparian 
resources: 

A separate standard has been added addressing unacceptable resouroe damage and rehabilitation. 

Change Standard 556 on page 2.110 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian' 'Public motorized travel may be 
seasonally prohlbrted (April through Augusi) to protect physical and biological resources and wildlde habttai. 

Wildilfe habdat is e biological resource The change is not needed 

Change Standard 555 on page 2-1 I D  of the Draft Revised Management Pian to read' 'Motorized use is allowed 
where It doesn't conflict wlth management area objectives ' 

Standard 555 has been removed Motorized use of roads and trails is addressed in common standards and 
management area standards as appropriate In ail oases rt will be within the objectives of the individual 
management areas. 

Change Standard 930 on page 2-165 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'When feasible to do SO, and 
consistentwlth other management activities, trailhead parking and hunterlfisherman parking areas are prwided 
where roads are open to public vehicular travel intersect system trails or at suitable sites along existing roads 
or on the periphery of the management area At a minimum. all traillroad intersections should have a hiker 
symbol sign and the name of the trail ' 

The existing standard is simpler and accomplishesthe same purpose There is no need to speclfically identify 
that hunters and fishermen may use trailhead parking 
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Letter 4038 Change Standard 918 on page 2-163 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan lo read 'Management activnles along 
system trails shall be implemented wlth sensnwny tothe experience otthe users, however, where canfilots occur 
between recreational use of a trail and habitat objectives, the recreational interests are subordinate to the 
biological obienives Appropriate techniques to mnigate the effects of management activnies should be ad- 
dressed in NEPA documentation. Measures to mltigate the effects of aotivkies might Include vegeiative screen- 
ings; the temporary re-routing of trail segments, temporary trail closure, avoidence and reclamation, and liming 
of project implementation to reduce impacts during high use periods' 

The recommended change is not made Recreational resources are not subordinate lo biologloal resources 
The Forest will be managed to maximize net public benefita wlth ail resources considered in balance, M h  
emphasis as appropriate under each management m a .  

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Letler 4038 

Letter 40% 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change Standard 530 on page 2-lW of the Draft Revised Forest Plan with 'Public motorized use is restricted 
to open system mads Mosi existing roads and any new roads thet are buiR are closed to public access, Unless 
wildllfe objeotives dictate that they be opened Open road density 1s mamtained at desired level, it a road is 
opened an equal length of road In the same compartment is closed ' 

The standard is no1 changed. Road management is discussed elsewhere in the management area discussion 
and under Common Standards 

Change Standard 514 on page 2-104 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 'Semi-primitive recreation 
opportunities requiring primarily unmodlfied environments are provided Some roaded natural recreation 
opportundies are offered in the periphery of these areas Mountain bike trails should be provided In addltion to 
hiking trails.' 

The standard has bean reworded in the Revised Plan 

Change the third paragraph under 'Management Area 13' on page 2-101 of the Draii Revised Forest Plan to 
read. Crabtree Falls, Lake Moomaw, Hidden Valley-Jackson River. Sharando Lake and Panther Falls are 
managed to provide for a denser concentration of recreation users wdh a greater degree of motorized access 
than Lltlle River and Mount Pleasant Lmle Rwer, Spy Rock Basin and Mount Pleasant are managed to retain 
their roadless characterlstios. 

Change the fourth paragraph on page 2-103 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'LMle River, Mount 
Pleasant and Spy Rock Basin are managed to provide a primltive recreation experience. There is lmle evidence 
of other users and law interaction between users Facilities of a primihve nature may be present to protect the 
resources and the safety of visdors. Visitors could normally expect to view those species requiring older 
vegetation and low levels of disturbance.' 

Change the fourth paragraph heading on page 2-103 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read 'Lfile River, 
Mount Pleasant, and Spy Rock Basin ' 

The discussion on Management Area 13 has been rewrltlen and reformatted. Lfflle River and Mount Pleasant 
have been allocated to Management Area 21. 

Change Standard 500 'Recreation' on page 2-102 of the Drafi Revised Forest Plan to read. 'A trail system that 
serves the needs ofthe vislting public is developed and administered Mountain bike trails are developed where 
possible 

The standard has been reworded for the Revised Plan. There really Isn't a need to spaclflcally break out 
mountain bikes. The list of trail projects contained In Appendix B are not prioritized. DecUons on what types 
01 trail to build and where will be made on an annual basis as funding allows 
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Letter 4038 

Response 

Change the second paragraph under 'Management Area 13' on page 2-101 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to 
read 'These areas are managed to provide e diversity of habitats and to increase opportunities for wlldlne 
viewing, hunting, and fishing. These eread will be managed to enhance and interpret the unique natural 
resources of the area, to develop and administer atrail system that suppork the demand, and to provide the 
facilities necessary to prevent degradation of the natural and aedheiic resources of the area.' 

The description and 'Desired Future' for Management Area 13 have been rwrmen to clarHy the management 
objectives of Management Area 13 as lands where dispersed recreation oppoiiuntltes are emphasized. This 
certainly includes wildlrfe viewing, hunting. and fishing along with other resources 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Management Area 12 page 2-99 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan - COMMENT This center is located on private 
land should not be interpreted on USFS properly. Furthermore, this is not muiti-use managementi 

The planned interprehve facillty is planned for lands that are government owned Interpretation le very much a 
part of mutltple use management 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change paragraph one under 'Lands Suitable for Timber Production' on page 2-82 of the Dran Revised Forest 
Plan to read These lands ere managed to provide a variety of motorized recreation opportunnies Ample 
opportunities for access ere provided through a system of primltive or 'old woods' roads end motorized trails. 
Opportunrties are afforded for increased access for hunting and other recreation requiring roads. Roads 
constructed for timber harvesting may provide A N  recreation use following the completion of timber harvest- 
ing ' 

The discussion for Management Area 11 has been rewritten end reformaited. The emphasis is still on motorized 
recreation opportunities Other dispersed activities are appropriate and will be allowed. Any developed 
overnight camping facilities will be developed under Management Area 12. Dispersed camping is allowed In 
this management area 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 40S4 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Management Area 11: COMMENT A VQO of partial retention is appropriate for lands unsuitable for tlmber 
harvest. 

Management Area 11 has a VQO of partial retention, 

Change paragraph two under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 241 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read. 
'Illegal A N  use is not prevalent Law enforcement and peer pressure ere effective tools for controlling illegal use 
of lands off designated routes ' 

The discussion for Management Area 11 has been rewritten end reformatted Illegal O W  use is not allowed 

Paragraph 1 under 'Lands Not Suitable for Timber Production' on page 2-81 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan - COMMENT. This paragraph should be removed or rewritten to address A N  trails only and not OW ad 
originally intended 

Response The discussion for Management Area 11 has been rewritten and reformatted Thedistinction between AN'sand 
other vehicles is clardied This management area designailon will be used for roads that are particularly 
desirable for high clearance 4WD vehicles as well as for ATV routes. 

Letter 4038 Change Standard 332 on page 2-81 of the Draft Revised For& Plan l o  read 'The costs of construobon, 
reconstruction. and maintenance. along with impacts on natural resources. are used as factors in determining 
A N  systems and locations * 

Rasponse This standard has baen deleted Costs are certainly an important factor in any management activities and 
decisions and this is recognized in the planning process 
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Letler 4038 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change letter g under Sndard  389 on page 2-79 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian to read ATV UM that is 
compatible whh the ROS objectlve established for the Management Area Is permitted.' 

Change letter h under Standard 389 on page 2-79 of the D r d  Revised Forest Pian to read: 'AN rout- are 
designed to avoid locations near private lands to reduce podsibie conflicts ' 

This standard has beed deleted Management Area 11 atlli covers all types of O W 8  

Change Standard 376 on page 2-77 of the Dran Revised Forest Pian to read A N  effects on the land and 
resources are minimized. Damage to 8011, watershed, vegetation. or other natural. cultural, and historical 
resources of the public lands is minimized.' 

The standard ha8 been rewrMen and does not mention specnlc vehicle types. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delate Standard 375 on page 2.76 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan. 

This standard is appropriate for this management area and Is included in the Revised Plan. 

~ener 4038 

Response 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 374 on page 2-76 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian. 

This standard has been deleted 

Replace Standard 373 on page 2-76 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian w ~ h  'AN trail and road systems will 
include singletrack, narrow trails for motorcycle and A N  user: 

The standard has been rewrdten in the Revised Plan. Reference to ail types of O W s  remains 

Lener 4038 

Rasponse 

Change the first paragraph under Management Area 11 on page 2-76 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian io read 
This 16,Wacre management area contains three A N  complexes which are located within other management 
areas Dry River - Rocky Run, Lee . Taskers Gap, Pedlar - South Pedlar Area' 

The discussion on Management Area 11 has been rewritten and reformatted The three existing A N  tralis and 
the one proposed trail are included The opportun~lles for licensed ORV's are also included. 

Letter 4038 

Lener 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 68 on page 2-34 of the Draft Revised Forest Pian 

Change Standard 366 on page 2-75 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to read' Silvicultural practices are allowed 
provided that they meat the visual quaitiy oblective of partial retention, and protect the immediate rber 
environment, water qualitiy, scenic fish and wiidilfe and other values. Silvicultural activlties remain visually 
subordinate to the characteristic landscape ' 

This standard has been deleted in the Revised Pian. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Delete the fourth paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2-72 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan 

The paragraph has been deleted 

Replace the last paragraph on page 2-12 of the Dreft Revised Forest Pian with the following: 'Twenty-one a r e  
form the heart of the Remote Highlands, a management area that does not call for new road construction or 
other activities that alter the roadiess characteristic of these areas The desired future condition for Remote 
Highlands Is discussed in Management Area 9 ' 
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Response This is not meant to be an all inclusive description of Remote Highlands The description and desired Mure 
condltion of Remote Highlands are discussed under Management Area 9. Standards state that no new road 
conatruotion is allowed wrth exceptions noted. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Delete Standard 22 on page 2-23 of the Drafl Revised Forest Plan 

The Revised Plan contains a simpler version of this standard. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Change the paragraph under 'Desired Future Condltion' on page 236 ofthe Drah Revised Foresl Plan to read 
The Forest appears natural to the average visitor. it will be a mosaic of predominately mature hardwood stands 
and scenic vistas. A variety of recrestional activrties are available such as hiking. hunting. wiidilfe viewlng, 
fishing, viewing scenery. and dispersed camping 

Wildide viewing opportunlties are mentioned in the 'Desired Future' of ManagementAree.6 in the Rsvisad Plan 
The list of recreational opporlunlties is not meant to be all inclusive and shouldn't be Interpreted as such. Any 
dispersed recreation activlties that do not confllot with the objeci!ve of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail are 
permmed. 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4038 

Response 

Letter 4219 

Response 

Leiier 4219 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Change the first paragraph under 'Desired Future Condition' on page 2.69 of the Drafi Revised Forest Plan to 
read. The river and a oncquarler mile corridor on each side ofthe river exist in a natural to near-natural selling. 
The river and Its channel are not modlfied in anyway Dams or other structures that impede the flow of the river 
are discouraged The river user is aware that man's activities have changed the original character of the river 
and Its surrounding landscape only in selected areas and for short stretches. They are not strongiy offended by 
what they see 

The wording of the desired future condition of scenlc rwers has been changed to be more descripthre and in 
line wlth the intention of the Wild and Scenic Riven Act of 1968 

Change the third paragraph under 'Desired Future Condltion' on page 2-72 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan to 
read' 'Recreation use of the river and wlthin the corridor is concentrated. Opportunities for solrlude are not 
readily available Social interaction wrth other recreation users is a key reason that users come to developed 
sites along the river Water based recreation activlties may include canoeing, rafting, kayaklng, swimming, 
skinny dipping, and fishing. Land based activlties might include picnicking, hiking, huntlng, camping, bicy- 
cling, horseback riding. and interpretwe se~ces:  

The list of activlties that may occur in a Recreational River corridor is not intended to be all inclushre. 

In MA 11, standard 373 statesthat both OW roads and ATVtrails OHV travel should be ilmlied to the open road 
system 

The standard has been rewrilten and clarified Definitions of vehicle types have been included as well. 

In MA 11, the desired future condltion description says that the area is served by well-designed and well- 
maintained trailheads and overnight camping facilities. The provision of overnigM camping facilities should be 
a site specdic decision If overnigMcampingfaciinie6 are provided, ihe area should be designated management 
area 12 

n is agreed that developed ovemigM camping facilities will be in Management Area 12 Before any such 
facillties are constructed, proiect specdic analysis must be completed and location will be a site specdic 
decision 

The WVTF strongly recommends that Alternative 8 be modified toward the levels of Anernalive 12, e g more 
clearcuning. higher ASQ, more sultable acres, more acres available for wildllfe management work and le88 new 
road construction 
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Response Such a drastic change In Alternative 8 would invalidate the major goals and objectives of this alternative 
Alternative 12 was formulated to address these concerns If Identified 88 the aiternative which maxlmizes net 
publio beneflts, then it will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve as the Revlaed Plan 

ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION: Plan lmpktmentatlon 

Letter 57 

Response 

Letter 3537 

Response 

Letter 3742 

Response 

Letter 3848 

Response 

Annual monitoring Is a bit too much. it will not get done on the N F and it is not necessary. 

The 1982 NFMA Regulations require that 'at intervals established In the plan, Implementation shall be evaluated 
on a sample basis to determine how well objectives have been met and how closely management standards 
and guidelines have been applied' [36 CFR 219.12(k)]. Monitoring is an integral part of the total management 
process The costs of monltoring and evaluation will be included in our annual budget requests. Plan Appendix 
F, which provides detailed budget Information, has been revised to Include monltoring 00816 under the appro- 
priate resources. 

Chapter 4 of the Draft Plan describes the monltoring program. In the Effedlveness Monltoring summary on pp. 
4-14 through 4-17 there are two references made to OHVIORV use This seems to be an inadequate methodol- 
ogy, especially when trying to monitor unlicensed ORV users. The second reference deals with monltoring soil 
impacts of OW/ORV use Aithough this is a needed environmental monitoring program, more andards are 
needed to analyze the adverse effects of O W  use Wildltfefragmentation due tothe noise caused by OHV/ORV 
use should be monltored Also, User conflicts should be monitored in the same fashion. This would inevitably 
add new variables that may indicate the need for Forest Sewice action 

The monitoring program is not intended to depict all monitoring acbvities undertaken on the Forest, To be able 
to rely on currant work forces to complete needed monltorlng, the Forest had to simplily and focus on what It 
felt wss important Executive Order 11644 ensures that ?he use of off-road vehicles on public lands will be 
controlled and directed so as to protect the resources of thse lands, to promote the safely of ail user8 of those 
lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of those lands' (EO 11644, Sec. 1). it Is fen, flrst and 
most critical, that the land and water needed to be protected The monitoring program focuses on the standard 
that tf violated, could have the greatest effect on the environment. Lastly, once the standard has been proven 
to achieve the desired results when properly implemented, then ddferent standards, such as those mentioned 
in this oomment, can be monitored. AWs were permitted in the preferred alternative only where the environ. 
ment is protected, where there are no existing conflicts wlth critical wildllfe habltat or recreatlonlsts who desire 
a nonmotorued experience, and where user safety 18 promoted 

One A N  route has been constructed (Tasken Gap) and two are currently under construction (South Pedlar and 
Rocky Run). If any A N  areas are designated in the Plan, the existing EAs for A N  route8 should be reviewed 
to ensure that the EAs comply with standards established in the Plan. The routes of any trail8 which are In 
compliance wlth the Plan should be shown on the Plan map. 

As stated in the Revised Plan, Chapter 4' 'Any resource plans, permits, contracts, or other instruments nd  yet 
Implemented will be assessed for compliance to the standards in Chapter 3 of this document prior to any 
decision 'The Forest does not see the need to review EA'S associated wlth A N  projectsthat have been started, 
but not yet finished because the South Pedlar and Rocky Run trail systems were designed uslng standards In 
the 1986 Plan Amendment #4 The same standards are in the Revised Plan After these A N  trails are construot- 
ed, they will be administered and maintained according to the Revised Plan 

We recommend that to offset concerns and ensure that a voice is given to the general public In foreat 
management decisions, that a standing committee of unpaid citizens be constituted to advise the GWNF. It 
could help to allay concerns about a lack of balance in the decision making process 

We would hope that the Revised Plan provides the necessaty balance on managing the resources and that we 
have gained the trust of the people who participated in the revision effort in that we have Indeed listened to 
them Chapter 4 of the Revised Plan states The publicwill have oppoltunltiesto be Involved In declsions about 
specdic projects.' In fact, we encourage people to advise the Forest Service and be Involved with projeots 
on4hbground before the decision is made. During our scoplng process, we continually date that we would be 
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Letter 3883 

Response 

Letter 3883 

Letter 3984 

Response 

Letter 3883 

Response 

happy to meetwlth people ontheground to discuss proposed projects. We strongly believe in this kind of open 
decision making process where everyone can participate We believe lt will improve our communlcatlon wlth 
the public lt will m u r e  people that the Forest is listening and considerlng their views before a decision is 
reached. The Forest does not believe it's necessary to go through the time-consuming, tedious process of 
eeiabllshlng eformal advisory committee which meets the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee A& 

QWNF should continue to cooperate wrth Virginia and West Virginia and their local governments In the many 
matters of mutual concern. 

The Forest is proud of Its excellent relationships wlth state and local governments in West Virginla and Virginia. 
We'll continue to nurture this close working relationship as we implement the Revised Plan 

QWNF should reduce expenditures which do not support the major national concerns and objectives 

I cannot stress enough how important It is for the George Washington National Forest to achieve full funding 
for the scienlrfic studies of Its resouroes that are necessary I propose that as a test and as a model of what cen 
be done on an Eastern National Forest, you 8Boure a guarantee of full funding for the implementation phase 
from the Washington Office 

The Revised Plan attempts to strike a balance between national, regional, and local concerns It then portrays 
the estimated cos18 of achieving that balance. Considering national concerns and ObjeClNes, there can be no 
guarantee that Congressional consideration of Plan requests will result in full funding of budgets The budget 
is 'reallstlo' in the sense that It provides an accurate assessment of funding necessary to accomplish Plan 
objeclives Ourvlew Is that the Plan should not be limlted by the vagaries of existing budget reailties. H this were 
the case. we would have lmle hope of affecting needed long-term changes in priorities Hfuture reductions in 
appropriated funds become a limlting feotor, lt may be necessary to make adjustments in management These 
decisions are appropriately considered during Revised Plan implementation, and the Revised Plan may be 
amended to refled changes in the objedlves 

It is recommended that the GNWF continue regular annual consultations wrth public interest groups 

Chapter 4 of the Revised Plan states. 'The public will have opportunlties to be involved In decisions about 
specmc projects' In fact, we encourage people to advise the Forest Service and be involved with projects 
on-the-ground before the decision is made During our scoping process, we continually stale that we would be 
happy to meet with people on-theground to discuss proposed projects We strongly believe in this kind of open 
declslonmaking process where everyone can participate We believe It will improve our communication wlth the 
public n will assure people that the Forest is listening and considering their views before a decision is made 

Lelier 3940 

Response 

Pian. Page 2-3, Paragraph 4' We emphasize the importance of monitoring and evaluation to determine fi 
management strategies are achieved. Take alternative actions If current management stretegles aren't achiev- 
ing desired future condltions 

Monitoring is an integral part of the total management process The Plan will be monltored to provide the quality 
control necessary to ensure it is implemented properly. As stated In the Revised Plan, Chapter4 'Taking action 
when warranted by monltoring information is important indeed, the possibiiriy of taking corrective action is the 
entire rationale for all monltoring and evaluation ' 

Letter 4038 

Response 

COMMENT' Adequate funding to achieve the desired biological goals including monltoring, surveys, research, 
and management should be emphasized in the budget 

A common question that comes to most people's minds whenever something is proposed is. 'How much is this 
thing going to cost?'The budget information in FEIS chapter2 is intended to highlight the major cost ddferences 
between the altematives In the DEIS, the Forest did recognize that the preferred alternative had one of the 
highest budgets In this FEIS, the budget has been updated to better reflect the money needed to implement 
each alternative 
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The final decision will conslderthe budget needed to implementthe Plan. In the record of declslon, the Regional 
Forester wlll d l m s s  the ratlonale for selecting the appropriata mtiture of uees, values, producte and services 
In the aitemative to serve as the Revlsed Plan. However, no slngle factor, such as the budget, will lead to this 
selection 

The Forest will budget to Implement the Revised Plan 11982 NFMA regulations at 36 CFR 219.1O(e)]. Yearly, 
Forest budget proposals are aggregated nationwide by the Forest Service end submffled to the President. 
These proposals then become part of the President's budget request to Congress. 

The Forest's annual budget, as auihorlzed by Congress, may vary from that which Is indicated in Plan Appendix 
F. The Plan wlll be monltored to provide the quallty control necessary l o  ensure lt Is Implemented properly. The 
Implementation Monnoring Summary In the Pian's Chapter 4 provides for monltoring the budget. If annual 
budgets over tlme vary slgndicantly from long-term direkion, a-Plan amendment maybecome necessary [36 
CFR 219 lO(e)]. 

Chapter 4 of the Revised Plan also discusses yearly budget proposals. Plan Appendk F displays the detailed 
budget information needed yearly to achieve the Plan goals and obje&es 

LeUer 4219 

Response 

All projects implementing this Pian should be regarded as signdicant amendments 

The 1982 NFMA Regulations permtt amendments that may resun in either signdicant or non-signdicant changes 
tothe Forest Land and Resource Management Plan [36 CFR219 10 (e)@)] Slgnnicantamendmentsoccurwhen 
the actlon signdicantly alters the multiple-use goals and objectwes for long-term land and resource manage 
ment One of the ways the need for an amendment oan surface is from analysis of projects as mentioned in this 
comment. Projects designed to be consistentwlth the Revised Plan do not require Plan amendments. The need 
for amending wlll surface during project-level analyses when proposals are discovered to be Inconsistent with 
Plan standards, goals, or objectives If the amendment is determined to be Insigntlicant, lt will be documented 
In the decision document for the project An amendment that proposes a signdicant change to the Pian must 
follow the procedure for development and approval of the Plan [36 CFR 219 lO(l)] The reader is encouraged 
to read Chapter4 ofthe Revised Plan it discusses Plan impiementatlon, including the need to amend the Forest 
Plan. 

LeUer 4268 We recommend that monitoring for site speclfic activtties include feedback loops early in the process to avoid 
potential impacts to water quallty. air quallty and riparian areas 

As stated in the Revised Plan, Chapter 5, two reports will be prepared as part of the monltoring program. Annual 
reports wlll summarize moneonng activities and document the feedback loop The fwe-year evaluation report 
will summarize findings of all long-term monltoring activiiies. and include a ComDrehensive review of Pian 
implementation 

Response 

Letter 4268 Mltigation of potential adverse impacts has, in general, recewed minimal attention EPA believesthat avoidance 
should be considered first wlth all options following A better discussion on mltigation for unavoidable impacts 
should be included in the FEIS 

It IS important Io understand that there are two levels of declslonmaklng in the Forest Sewice. The Revised Plan 
represents only the first level of decisionmaking about the management of the Forest Siiespecific, project 
planning to implement the goals and obJectives of the Revised Plan is the second level of decisionmaking. 

'Cumulative Impa& is the 'impact on the environment which results lrom the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions . . (40 CFR IS% 7). Cumulative 
Impacts are among the effects (40 CFR 1508.8) that must be Included in considering the envlronmental 
consequences of actions (40 CFR 150.2 16) 

The standards for each ahernative contain mitigation measures that must be immediately echlevable H that 
aiternetive 1s Implemented. For most areas, by Implemented standards associated with each alternative. many 
signnicant effects to the environment are avoided. As stated In the FEIS, Chapter 3' 'The effects of each 
alternative are disclosed wtth the miiigating measures in place: Even wlth these measures in place, there 

Response 
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continues to be unavoidable effects on the environment in each anernatwe As they relate to the lsllues 
identified, those slgndicant effects are disclosed in the FEIS. 

Letter 3824 His obvious that the FS needs to undertake a sltsspeclfic EIS In the Laurel Fork area before proceeding with 
its current plan to dividethe area intolwo and possibly 3 mgi areas and permit mineral development, remvoir 
construction, mass camping and certain timbering and road construction projecls The FS knows full we11 what 
is expected of a good-faith EIS. n is also apparent that the drah EIS does not fulfill the NEPA obligations asthey 
pertain to the above activities in the Laurel Fork area. 

The description of environmental affects under the Allegheny Front Lease Area discuasion in the FEIS has been 
rewrmen to describe the environmental consequences of the reasonably forseeable development scenario 
detailed in Appendix E of the FEIS. The FEIS has also been rewritten to discuss total cumulatwe effects of field 
development In Laurel Fork 

Many of the other concerns about Laurel Fork deal wlth sbspecdic Implementation of the Revised Plan k is 
Important to understand that there are two levels of decisionmaking in the Forest Service. The Revised Plan 
represents only the firat level of decisionmaking about the management of the Forest Slte-speorfio, project 
planning to implement the goals and objecties of the Forest Plan is the second level of decisionmaklng 

During the Pian implementation period, specdic activities and projects will be proposed. and sitsspecdic 
evaluation for each actirty or project, or group of actilties or projects made The evaluation will include 
whatever additional environmental analysis, including cumulative effects analysis, is needed to comply fully 
wlth NEPA and other environmental laws and regulations Further, each project or activrty must comply with 
environmental protection requirements established in NFMA and its implementing regulations (16 USC 1604(g) 
and 36 CFR 219 27) Each project or activlty must also be consistent wlth the Forest Plan (16 USC l604(9) 

Response 

Lener 3940 Management or monltoring programs are the backbone for measuring the success of management actlvlties on 
the Forest. There is a need and opportunrty for increased monnoring of T 8 E and sensitive species, as well as, 
other wildllfe species. The effectiveness of timber manegement and other techniques in achieving habitat or 
biological objectives should be monltored also Increased monltoring will requ re adequate funding. The level 
of funding listed in the Draft Plan does not appear sufficient to meet these needs 

Adequate monltoring of area.sensltive indicator specles has not been incorporated into the Plan. How does the 
Forest Service plan to moniior. inventory, and mltigate for adverse impacts l o  these sensaiie species? 

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Revised Plan for discussion of monltoring 

Lener 42MI 

Response 

Letter 4219 The CTF has provided substantial comment on the inventories for VQOs, ROS, Special Biological Areas, 
Roadless Areas. Roadsflrails, and Wild/Scenic Rivers We request that you review the correspondence wlth us 
on these inventories and that this correspondence be made part of the record for the preparation of the LRMP 

Correspondence related to the draft documents received during the Smonth-long comment period have been 
responded to Totrack CTF correspondence and its impacts, see the how-to section in the first few pages ofthis 
appendix. 

Response 
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ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION Sailsfacilon wlth Dran Documents 

Letter 8 

Letter 50 

Letter 89 

Letter 90 

Letters387,884,1283,1318,1450,1662,1676,1651,1869,2014,2026,2242,2255,pso,2277, Pg1,2336,2350,2353,2386,2389, 
2469,2481,2484,2548,2564,2652,2657,2806,2807,28M), 2834,2844.2847,2&?&3,2884,2931,2940,34€4.3487,34W, 3499,3501, 
3503,3513,3516,35?4,3549,3564,3565,3572.3597.3626.3634.3646,3653,3678.3696.3697,3713,3714,3754,3762,3769,3828. 
3855,3923,3924,3959,3969,3970,4CW, 4233 

I am aware that your plan has 116 critics but I urge you and your staff l o  stand firm 

I like the (&year Land and Resource Management Plan. 

This is an excellent and well designed plan and I am In agreement 

I favor the Draft Plan. 

I support Ai l  8 

Letters 495, 2546,2593,3918, 4G27,3932 
We support Ailernalive #8 

Without going into a lot of statistics I just wanted to go on record and ask for the approval of plan 8 

I support Ailernative 8 because it is the one chosen by the Forest Service 

I wholeheartedly support Ai l  8, the GWNF preferred ail 

I feel that Alt 8 seems reasonable 

I would like to express my preference of Plan #8. 

The Plan is a good one so let's get on wlth it 

Alt 8 is so vefy definitely preferable1 

I am basically in agreement wdh Ailernalive No 8, the preferred ailernalive 

We think Ail 8 offers the best chance of working. 

I support Alternative #8 of the Draft Revised Forest Plan for the George Washington National Forest, which Is, 
I believe, preferable to any of the other alternatives under consideration at this lime. 

I urge the GWNF to adopt Ail 8 in the final Forest Plan 

I am pleased that the Forest Service ohose Alternative 8, which emphasizes biological values and reduces the 
allowable sale quantlty of timber 

Letter 732 

Letter 971 

Letter 988 

Letter 1655 

Letter 1806 

Letter 1813 

Letter 1835 

Letter 1841 

Letter IS94 

Letter 2032 

Letter 2013 

Letter 2050 

Letters 1592, 2223, 2875 
Alternative 8 is the best plan. 

I urge you lo stick i o  Ailernative 8. (USFS Preferred Ailernalive). Letter 2331 

Letters 2339, 2866, 3727, 3771, 3930 
Adopt Ailernalive 8 This IS a balanced plan. 

Letters 2229,2343,2484,3466,2595,3570,361 5,3&?8,3910,3992 
I support Alternative 8 [ofl the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington Natlonal 
Forest 
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Letter 2346 

Letter 2352 

Letter 2381 

Letter 2475 

Letter 2478 

Letter 2490 

Letter 2493 

Letter 2509 

Letter 251 1 

Letter 2567 

Letter 2579 

Letter 2559 

Letter 2626 

Letter 2654 

Letter 2695 

Letter 2717 

Letter 2850 

Please favor Alternative 8 of the Forest Service plan for the George Washington National Forest. 

Implement Ail 8 

I strongly urge you to push for your An. 8 in the QWNF not an 12 

lt's my sincere hope that you will support Alternative 8 as lt Is written 

Alternative 8 makes the most sense to me 

I believe that Alternative 8 is the better choice 

I am absolutely against Alternative 12 and hope you do all In your power to gain approval of Alternathre 8. 

Both my wWe and I favor Alternative 8 as the Forest Service's proposed course of action. 

I absolutely support Alternative 8 which Is the USFS preferred alternative. 

I think that Alternative 8 1s a sound management plan, and I support the Forest Servloes in their efforts toward 
maklng this proposal happen 

Troop 328. Boy Scouts of America. support[s] Aiternative 8 

Please don't screw up our Forests. Please go wlth Alternative 8. 

Please consider Alternative 8 as your only logical approach to managing the GW Forest. 

Adopt option #8 Although this option isnY pelfect, it 1s a reasonable compromise and much better than any of 
the other options 

I urge you to stay with plan 8 and not to go wlth plan 12. 

Alternative 8 has my family's and my wholehearted support 

Please accept Alternative 8 

Letters 2854, 2862, 3497, 3836 
Please support Alternative #e. 

Letters 2856,3698,3885 
Select Alternative #8 

Alternative #8 seems to be the most reasonable balance. 

I am pro-access, pro-timbering and pro-environment I therefore strongly urge the adoption of Alternative 8 

I urge you to consider Alternative #8 

Follow the proposed course of action that Is designated as Alternative 8 

Go wlth Alternative 8. 

Do evelythlng wlthin your power to Implement the Forest Service's proposed course of action as outlined In 
Alternative #8. 

I strongly urge you to resist efforts to make you deviate from your proposal Alternative 8 

On balance we agree with the FS that Alt 8 is In fact the preferred alt. 

Letter 2861 

Letter 2865 

Letter 2872 

Letter 2896 

Letter 291 1 

Letter 2912 

Letter 2920 

Letter 2935 

Letters 3428,3429,3430,3431,3432,3433,3434,3435,3436,3437 
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I support your preferred Alternative 8 plen for the forest 

Letters 3441,3442,3443,9444 
I support the George Washington National Forest Land end Resource Management Plan as lt I8 now wrfflen. 

Letter 3457 

Letter 3458 

Letter 3459 

Letter 3460 

Letter 3481 

Letter 3487 

Letter 3469 

Letter 3470 

Letter 3473 

Letter 3477 

Letter 3480 

Letter 3481 

Letter 3483 

Letter 3491 

Letter 3493 

Letter 3495 

Letter 3496 

Letter 3508 

Letter 3509 

Letter 3510 

Letters 351 1,3531 

Letter 3524 

Letter 3526 

Letter 3532 

Letter 3536 

Accept my congretulalions on the USFS preferred altarnatlve. There are groups pressuring you to permlt more 
cutting, more road building, less scenic protection. Resiat these pressures. 

I support the Forest Service plan for George Washington Forest 

I support Alternetbe 8 Thls alternatbe will preserve e special pert of the forest. We need to share wlth future 
generations. 

i vote for Alternative 8 as a balanced approach. 

I strongly urge your support of ALTERNATNE 8. 

I support Alternative 8 and feel [it] is a fair and balanced plan. 

I strongly urge that Anernatlve 8 be adopted as the management plan that is to guide the U.S. Forest Seivice 
In managing the George Washington National Forest. 

Please take the necessary steps In selecting Alternative 8 

We strongly urge you to choose Alternative 8 in your G.W.N F plan. 

I sincerely hope you will meintaln the Forest Service's preference for Alternative 8. 

Please vote for Plan 811 

I add my personal commendation of Preferred Alternative #e. 

I strongly support Alternative 8. While it is not perfect, lt 1s clearly better than any other. 

Anernatbe 8 Is a good compromise. 

Please register my vote in favor of Alternative #a. 

Alternative 8 is by far the best course of action. 

I urge you to slay wlth Alternative 8 

Choose Alternative #8 

Alternative #8 best serves that purpose. 

I agree wlth Alternative 8 

Implement Alternative #8. 

I urge you to support Alternative 8 

I urge that you choose Alternative #8. 

I favor Alternative Plan #8. I believe this will [be] in the best interest of all those concerned. 

I support Alternative 8 It is awell balanced approach I hope you will continueto resist those whowouid sacrifice 
our future in this manner 
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Letter 3538 

Letter 3547 

Letter 3548 

Letter 3550 

Letter 3571 

Letter 3593 

Letter 3605 

Letter 3607 

Letter 3644 

Letter 3652 

Letter 3866 

Letter 4062 

Response 

I urge you to use plan 8. 

The CEC supporh the adoption of Alternative 8 

Stay with your Preferred Alternatnre 8 

I request implementation of Alternative 8 

I am in complete agreement with Alternative 8 to the extent that I would donate money, participate in a march, 
wrlte a letter or most anything else that I could to see this plan adopted 

I am in favor of Alternatnre 8 

Push for Alt 8 

In An 8 I find a compromise plan fair to all interests 

I prefer Alternative No 8 whlch is the preferred alternative of the Forest Sewice. 

The timber industry needs the rigid limitations as proposed in Resolution 8 of the Bill going to Richmond. We 
applaud your efforh in restricting clear cutting on national lands 

I support Anernative 8 and am strongly opposed to Alternative 12 or any other alternative that disrupts more of 
our forest than Alternative 8 

Please as a minimum, stick to Plan 8 d there Is not a stricter one to offer 

In the record of decision forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will select the the alternative to serve a s h  Revised 
Plan for the next ten to fdteen year6 Although public comments are considered in reaching this decision, It 1s 
not based on a voting process, but rather the identified abillty of the selected alternative to maximize net public 
benefits. Besides public comments, other factors such as national and regional policy and the analysis of 
resource opportunlties also play a role in reaching this decision. 

Letter 175 

Letter 3i7 

Letter 378 

Letter 1097 

Letter6 1875,1887 

Letter 1299 

Letter 1566 

Letter 1573 

lt is my opinlon that the planners have made athorough and objective study, and I believe that their recommen- 
dation to adopt Alternative 8 best sewes the Forest S % ~ i c e  mandate for multiple use of forest resources 

I support Alternative 8, because big business IS taking too much of our national forests I believe we should do 
everything in our power to preserve our forests for our children 

Alternative 12 allows far too much clear cutting I am supportive of Alternative 8. 

The plan of the USFS is qulte reasonable which includes three new wilderness areas, expanded access for 
disabled hunters and anglers, and continued protection of undeveloped areas, 

I am pleased that the FS chose Alt. 8 Since I am interested in birds, I am especially pleased to see Special BIOI. 
Areas addresslng the needs of nongame species I would like to see more of this The acreage protected as 
Remote Highlands is important These areas provide the unusual habltat upon which some bird species depend 
for feeding, neslmg and migration I'm pleased that you have iimlted the use of ATVs in the forest They are 
noisy. polluting machines 

[Under] Alternate Plan 8, the forestwould receive the kind of evenly proportioned management the public has 
wanted 

I support Plan 8 Plan 8 is a balanced, intelligent management plan for the future of the forest 

I believe in alternative X8 I think It distributes an amount to all the cause listed on the alternative sheet lt gNes 
something to everyone. 
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Letter 1575 I believe that Ahernative #8 would best manage the forest because lt allows industries, such as Westvaco, cut 
down some trees but keep few areas from being clearcut n also allows trailsfor ANsto wonder around on Also. 
this alternative best manages the recreational rivers 

I support Alternailve #8 because they aren't really hurting the animals They are cutting a lmle too much timber, 
but they are making money for Bath Co Only one problem Anernatwe #8 doesn't provide migration corridors 
and doesn't protect Watersheds/Riparian Areas 

Eight 1s the best anernatwe [lt] compromises Industry and wildllfe 

lsupportAlternative#8 Hstabilizestheforestbycutbng I~Uleforest, butenoughtorustogetthethings we MEed 
If a greater demand comes for wood and paper products, then maybe people will realize they need to recycle. 

The akernative I like the best was alternative #8 The reason I pick #8 is that people have jobs and money is 
coming Into the native forest. and the land is not being used all ai once 

I think Alternatwe #8 is the best of the 14 People should not be able to cut down tiees in one place People 
could cut trees from different areas and still have over enough 

I choose Allernetlve 8 because d has a prey, large amount of sales lt also has to do wdh lots of acres, lots of 
money to be made, and lots of wood to be sold 

I pick Alternative #8 because we should have more places to ride A N s  

I fully support Aii 8 of the study I do this in the spird of compromise if I fen a more restrictivs Ai l  had even a 
remote chance of being seriously considered, I would give that my support 

We support Alternative 8 We feel that the revised LRMP constitutes a well-reasoned approach to the steward- 
ship of historic properties by the GWNF 

I support Alt 8. AH. 8 provides the necessary mix of services which allows the interests of all forest users to be 
achieved, but not at the expanse of any individual or group 

Alternative 8 seems to be a good compromise management plan - allowing ample timber harvesting while 
stressing other values and the 'multiple-uses' of the Forest 

Alternative #8 Is preferred I note wdh appreciation the reduotion of land declared sultable for the proposal to 
increase the area to be managed as a special zone to protect unique plants and animals 

I support AR 8. This aii appears to do an excellent job of answering the multiple use mandates of the USFS 
lt provides for reasonable levels of timbering activity and OW usage while protecting natural and scenic areas 
such as the Appalachian National Scenic Trail 

The Shenandoah Valley Soil & Water Conservation District passed a resolution of unanimous support to 
Akernative 8 We feel this alternative offers a balance of aotive resource use along wlth appropriate conservation 
of the basic soil and water resource 

I recommend altemalive 8 for Mure forest use I believe we should keep those forests pnshne and natural 

I urge you to hold your draft plan as issued I believe d would produce the widest range of environmental 
benefds, as well as recreational opportundies 

An 8 offers a reasonable compromise between the often-conflicting uses of recreation and timber harvest. 

I believe Alternative #8 of the GWNF plan best satisfies that balanced use 

A balanced use of the GWNF will allow progress for industry and insure recreational wilderness for our children. 
I believe Alternative 8 best satisfies that balance 

I urge you not to make changes in your draft plan, but support AH 8 Any changes that would have a negative 
effect on the Appalachian Trail, such as heavy emphasis on the production of timber would have a negative 

.. 

Letter 1579 

Letter 1584 

Letter 1586 

Letter 1587 

Letter 1589 

Letter 1594 

Letter 1600 

Letter 1630 

Letter 1836 

Letter 1988 

Letter 2057 

Letter 2239 

Letter 2240 

Letter 2307 

Letter 2326 

Letter 2349 

Letter 2366 

Letter 2367 

Letter 2367 

Letter 234% 
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effect on the AT'S aesthetic and bloiogical resources Eristing roadleas and undeveloped areas ere Important 
to the AT experience The opening of large areas of the forest to OHVs would have an effect on these lands for 
primltive recreation 

I am in favor of Alternative 8 [Do] not make changes in [the] draft plan. These changes would have serlous 
negative effects on the Appalachian Trail 

I urge adoption of Alternative 8 Under Anernstwe 8, the area encompasslng The Priest and Three Rldgm. will 
be managed as wilderness. lt 1s Important to preserve these areas for future generatlone 

I urge you to favor Alternatwe 8 of the plan. Alternative 8 is a well balanced program and wlll serve the citizens 
at large and Industry the best. 

I am strongly In favor of Alternatwe #8 This emphasizes protection of the Appalachian Trall corridor and other 
scenic areas, while allowing some timber sales and clearcutling in less sensilkre areas 

I support Alternative #8 Alternative 8 presents the proper balance. and I urge Its adoption. 

I strongly oppose any change in the draft plan that would encourage off-road vehicle use or excessive timber 
cutting. Alternative 8 1s clearly preferable 

I support Anernatwe 8 I feel that this plan offers a balanced blend of benefdsforthe Owners ofthls public land- 
the present and future generations of American cltizens. 

It Is time to stop the rape of our environment and enact Alternative 81 

I read your Alt. 8 draft Plan and support your efforts to save the area for future generalions to enjoy the 
wilderness The AT, limber industty and ORVs can all exist under Alt 8 

Alternative 8 seems to flt my view of how to treat forest now, and in the foreseeable future: I trust you will do all 
in your power to follow Alternative #8 

I support Alt 8 of the GWNF Land and Resources Mgt Pian This clearly provides a balanced approach for the 
various interests 

I recommend that Alternative 8 draft forest plan be selected for the George Washington Natlonal Forest This 
plan offers a balance blend of beneflts and I believe It is in the best interests of the general public. 

I favor Alternative 8. That alternative would allow a wide range of high queltty recreabonal uses while still 
permwing a harvest of timber, would result in the recommendation of an addltlonal 10,OW acres for wilderness 
designation, end would ensure that almost all of the current roadless areas would remain roadieas 

I lend support to the forest administrailon's draft plan, Akernatlve 8, which I believe la e reasonable compromise 
between competltive interests I know the forest land and I have seen first hand the results of misuse by 
all-terrain vehicles and the timber industry Please do not compromise further to the detriment of future 
generations 

I support Alternative 8. Anything less would have serious negative effects on those who frequently make use of 
the Appalachian Trail end ell that lt offers in outdoor recreation and exercise. I feel that lt offers e well balanced 
approach to recreational opportunlties, preserving clean water supplies, protection of game, animal and fish 
population. and provides for timber harvesting in a responsible manner 

I support Alternative 8. Alternative 8 provides for a more sustainable use of the forest resouces, timber, 
recreation, wildlife end wilderness than Alternative 12 

It Is qulte apparent that Alternative 8 is superior to any other alternative in the proposed plan and we go on 
record as supporting Alternative 8 

I feel very strongly that Alternative 8 must be selected to adequately meet the needs of land end resource 
management in the near term and for future decades 

Letter 2457 

Letter 2461 

Letter 2462 

Letter 2466 

Letter 2472 

Letter 2473 

Letter 2477 

Letter 2479 

Letter 2480 

Letter 2486 

Letter 2503 

Letter 25x) 

Letter 2554 

Letter 2556 

Letter 2560 

Letter 2573 

Letter 2584 

Letter 2588 
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Letter 2591 

Letter 2598 

Letter 26w 

Letter 2601 

Letter 2 ~ ) 5  

Letter 2607 

Letter 2614 

Letter 2621 

Letter 2622 

Letter 2649 

Letter 2656 

Letter 271 2 

Help protect the A.T. the wllderness, the earth Support Alternative 8. 

I urge you to support Alternative 8 lt balanced restrlctions on the use of clearouts, OWs and the destruction 
of high vlsual quality are essential not only for our generation but future generations’ experience of the 
wllderness. 

I urge you to adhere to Alternatlve 8 Ol all the drab this one 1s the most balanced and provldee for the most 
reasonable allocatlon of beneflts to all, and is therefore an expression of the rights of all rather than an 
expression of the appetites of a few 

I support Alternative 8 as a compromise wlth logglng and OW interasts, whose needs I believe to be more than 
adequately supplied by the Alternative. 

I support Alternative 8. Alternative 8 is the balanced strategy to provide for the conservation and best use of the 
Forest’s resources 

Proposed Alternative 8 appearsto meet the legnimate interests of the public and I support it, lncludlngthe small 
Increase In wilderness designation. 

I urge you to support Ab. 8. This Alt offers a blend of beneflts forthe present and future generations of American 
citizens. Issues of blodlversity and ecosystem mgmt. are better handled by this alt. 

I support Alternative 8 whlch seems to provide for appropriate multiple use of the forest and oppose Alternatlve 
12. 

I support Alternative 8 for the new forest plan. Alternative 8 seems to me a fairly balanced plan that gives many 
dlverslfied recreational uses for the forest 

Certain acres should remain off-limits to motorized travel and forestation For this reason, I support Alternative 
8 

I hope that Alt 8 will be followed because lt seems to best preserve the Appalachian Trail surroundings and stlll 
defer to the interests of other parties 

I support your choice of Alternative 8, and the rational of viewing the Forest as a biological entw 

Letters 2713,2915 
I support Alt 8 which is a balanced blend of beneflts for all the people. 

I urge you to implement Alternative 8 I belleve that Alternative 8 provides the best balance between use of the 
forest now and safeguardlng some of lt for future Americans to use and enjoy. 

I support Alternative 8 whlch offers a balanced blend of boneflts. lt will help maintain supplies of clean water 
In the area and protect wildlde at the same time that It will allow llmlted timber harvests 

I am opposed to off-road vehicles In the forest I therefore support Alternative 8. 

I support your recommendation to implement Anernative 8. I believe that a plan based on biological diversity 
to be most beneficial over the long run 

I strongly recommend Alternative 8. to maintain the region’s recreational and tourism attractions. Preserve 
existing mixture of trees and bushes, recreational hunting and the uniqueness of the Appalachian Trall. 

I feel the Alternative 8 1s the best-serving plan for controlled, responsible use of the forest. 

IsupportOption #8fortheforestplan. ltseemsto beafalrcompromiseforboth recreaUonandcommerclaluse. 

All In all, I believe the Alternative 8 whlch has been chosen by the Forest S e ~ k e  is a preferred and balanced 
resolullon of the competing interests involved in the Forest I believe Alternative S 1s a good Compromise which 
no one likes but everyone can live with and should be maintained as the Forest Plan. 

Letter 2723 

Letter 2735 

Letter 2736 

Letter 2837 

Letter 2846 

\ 

Letter 2853 

Letter 2860 

Letter 2867 
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Letter 2874 I urge you to adopt Alternative 8 Alternatlve 8 provides the best balance of resource utilization, recreation, and 
wilderness experience for the citizens 

I feel that Alternative 8 is the proper choice to ensure the best care for this country's natural resources 

I believe that Anernatwe 8 is a plan that encompasses not only ihe lnteresis of hikers, fishermen and other 
sportsmen, but includes the timber Industry and off-road vehicle groups as well 

Alternative 8 proposed by the U S Forest Service isthe option that optimizes the beneflts of the national forests 
to the various oonsttiuencies. I hope that Alternative will be adopted 

We support Alternative 8 which we believe offers the most sultable balance between recreational opportunlties, 
the responsible harvest of timber in the region, and preservation of a key forest ecosystem 

Letter 2895 

Letter 2927 

Letter 2930 

Letter 2934 

Lelier 2940 

Letters 3425,3426 

Letter 3465 

~etter 3471 

Letter 3472 

Letter 3509 

Letter 3 5 ~  

* 
Lotlar 3530 

Letter 3530 

Letter WI 

Letter 3561 

Letter 3631 

Letter 3634 

I support Alternatlve 8 I am truly concerned about the environment and proper management of public lands so 
as to maintain much land for recreational use for the American people 

, 3427. 4156 
I support Akernative 8 The proposal is fer more sulted to the needs of the public-the owners of Washington 
Forest 

I support Alternative 8 of the George Washington National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan I think 
It represents a balanced approach to forest management 

It is very important to me to see the wilderness area in Virginia preserved and alternative 8 seems to be the best 
alternative 

I think that Alternative 8 should be used in the George Washington National Forest This Is in the best interest 
of all concerned at present and in the future 

A balanced program will allow some progress for industry & ensure a recreational wilderness for our children 
Alternative 8 best serves that purpose 

I strongly urge you to follow Alternative 8 which offers a balance of uses and protects the natural resources and 
the Appalachian Trail 

I read wlth horror thetimber industry's plansfor George Washington National Forest Alternative 8 would at least 
have less negative effecis and should satisfy even the timber and ORV Industries. 

Alternative 8 is very fair and should satisfy the timber and ORV industries 

Protect our prioeless forest from further exploitation by the timber industry and damage by off-road vehicles 
Please support Alternative 8 

I Strongly urge you to support AHernative 8 of the Draft Plan for the George Washington Forest Let's preserve 
wilderness experiences for future Americans and minimize encroachment on primltive areas by commercial 
timber and A N  interests 

The Blue Ridge River Runners support Ail 8 We feel that this ah is a good blend of multiple uses and will 
beneflt both current and future generations of forest users 

I support Akernative 8 The George Washington. along wlth ALL OF OUR NATIONAL FORESTS are owned by 
all of the people of our country not [rust] the timber industry [or] the ORV people There ere other and equally 
imponant values to consider wilderness, hiking, camping, fishing, hunting, birds. animals, and just looking at 
a world the Good Lord Blessed us wtih 

Letter 3641 [we] prefer alternative (8). His a good and reasonable approach to offering recreational opportunlties, clean 
water supplies, protection for game animals and fish. as well as reasonable timber harvesting 

I support Alternative 8 This proposal is far more sulted to the needs of the public -the owners of Washington 
Foreat - than the industry of off-highway vehicles 

Letter 3642 
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Letter 3698 

Letter 3708 

Aiternative 8 seems to strike a balance among the users of the lands under consideration 

I prefer Alternative 8 for the development of the George Washington National Forest I think this approach 
presents the most balanced one for the Forest 

I recommend Aiternative 8 as a balanced management plan for land use 

I urge that AH 8 be adopted This plan permlts recreational opportunities, supplies clean water, protects game 
and fish and ellows for the harvesting of timber This plan l imb motorized use and restricts clearcutting. 

Iut 8 Is the best of the alts. I support Its lesser emphasis onumber harvesting. its inclusion of addBonal acreage 
for wilderness, b inclusion of a substantial measure of forest land categorized by visual qualty objectives. and 
perhaps most importantly its restriction on the use of forest land by OHVs The latter simply do not belong on 
land adjaceni l o  the AT. Land adjacent to the Trail will inevltably lead to trail use by A N s  and there 1s no way 
that FS personnel will be able to prevent It 

lt 1s vely important that AH 8 be adopted AH 8 provides awell balanced for recreation and timber harvest, while 
insuring this balance remains in place for future generations 

I support Ait 8 (1) When using the Forest, visual quallty is vely Important An 8 has a high amount of land, over 
haif, wlth a VQO of Preservation and Retention Also, An 8 has only small emounts of land rated wlth a VQO 
of Modification (2) Ifeelthatthetimber harvestshould be kepttoaminimum asdonein AH 8.Timber harvesting 
should take a lower priority to the recreation value that the Forest provides (3) An. 8 will better control OW use 
of the Appalachian Trail (4) Ait 8 will protect the remote character of the AppalachianTrail by providing for more 
possible wilderness, natural, and roadless areas 

Letter 3716 

Letter 3723 

Letter 3724 

Letter 3746 

Letter 3761 

Letter 3767 

Letter 3785 

Letter 3786 

Letter 3788 

Letter 3794 

Letter 3795 

Letter 3798 

Letter 3BM) 

Approve Alternative 8 wlth measures to assure wild areas for future generations 

ALTERNATIVE 8 encourages the development and wise use of renewable resources [HI is a very well balanced 
[plan] which provides for the multiple use of all the Forest users. 

I support Aiternative #8 for the management plan for the George Washington National Forest The GWNF has 
many areas high in scenic quality such as the Priest and Three Ridges which merlt special protection 

The emphasis on conservation of Alternative 8 will better serve future generations Accept Alternative 8. 

We express support for An 8 as the most reasonable and well-balanced, available option 

Hold fast to the multiple use plan proposed by your agency Once wilderness is lost, n is gone forever. Hold 
on to what remains 

Add my name to the thousands who prefer this balanced approach, USFS preferred Aiternative 8, to the 
development of this area, preserving the wilderness areas for future generations and limiting the acreage that 
will be exposed to clearcuts 

I support A l l  plan 8 There is loo much commercial cutting already Save our forests for our future generations. 
especially Mi Pleasant in Amherst and other wilderness locations 

Letter 3811 I support the George Washington National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan - Aiternatlve 8 While 
I personally prefer more acreage recommended for wilderness designation and no addltional road construction 
wlthin the Forest, Aiternative 8 appears to be a reasonable, balanced approach 

I strongly urge that Alternative 8 be adopted wlth no modtfications 

AHernative 8 appears to offer a good balance between recreational opportunities, preservation of natural 
resources and wildllfe and timber harvesting 

We strongly urge you to proceed with Ait 8 This plan provides for a balanced blend of beneflts for the owners 
of this public land, for recreationists and industly interests for now as well as for future generations. 

Letter 3823 

Letter 3823 

Letter 3829 
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Letter 3832 

Letter 3839 

Letter 3841 

Letter 3843 

Letter 3e62 

Letter 3871 

Letter 3887 

Letter 3897 

Letter 3906 

Letter 3908 

Letter 3910 

Letter 3916 

Letter 3920 

Letter 3928 

Letter 3941 

Letter 3957 

Letter 3958 

Letter 3966 

I feel quite strongly that Alternative 8 Is the balanced management plan whlch wlll serve the multiple needs of 
the publlc 

In analyzlng Alt. 8 vs. An. 12 of the Plan, t i  appears obvious that there Is only one cholce If one 1s to conslder 
the future preservation end qualky of the Important wilderness resources In VA, that 1s Alt. 8 We enthuslastlcally 
support An. 8 which Is the recommendatlon of the USFS. 

I urge you to adopt AH 8 as the best plan for the overall use of the NF. If we do not keep the beauty of the 
wilderness today, lt wlll not be them for those coming after us to enjoy. 

I urgethe Implementation of Alt 8 which seems to gwe a good balance between the Interests ofthose of uswho 
enjoy and care deeply about the environment end natural beauty and the timber and ORV Industries. 

I urge the Forest Servlce to adopt the well-balanced management approach provided by Alternative 8. 

I believe the alternative favored by the U S  Forest Service, Alternatlve 8 Is a better approach 88 a forest 
management plan. I think AlternatNe 8 offers more beneflts to more people In our nation. 

Plan 8 Is the best alternative for balanced multiple use of the natlonal forest 

I am in favorcf Alternative 8 I believethat a properly informed public will always support balanced conservation 
over blatant exploitation 

ALTERNATIVE 8 provides, In my opinion, a good balance between all concerned users of Forest Service lands. 
The 'Land of Many Uses' concept should remain so. but not so heavily weighted in the dlrectlon of ALTERNA- 
TNE 12 

Alternate 8 of the George Washington National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 1s a responsible 
endeavor for control and balance in both the short and long term. 

I support Alternative 8 of the GWNF management plan. My main concern Is to keep the National Forest a place 
for the publlc to enJoy and not for industries to proflt from 

I urge you to put Alternative 8 in place lt seems to be the most balanced plan. 

Alternative 8 produces wide range recreational opportunities, preserves clean water supplies, protects game 
animal-fish populations, provides harvesting timber resDonsiblv lt offers apDroDriate balance forest uses and 
serves multiple needs of public 

I approve Alternative 6 for the Forest Plan I am In favor of the high value which the Plan places on recreational 
opportunities I am opposed to below cost timber sales and unbridled clear-cutting practices. I think Alternative 
8 will be the healthier alternative for the forest and will still deal fairly wtth the lumber industry. 

We do recognize that harvesting timber is an important tool for NF managers and that It can be used effectively 
to provide and enhance other resourcevalues on NF lands. We do not support unjustXlably high levels oftlmber 
harvest as proposed under Alt 12, we do not support or advocate elimination of timber harvesting on the GWNF 
as proposed under Ail 3 In our opinion, Alt 8 provides for a sufficient level of timber harvest and a sufficient 
variety of harvest methods to ellow the GWNF to achieve a wlde range of resource objectives over the course 
of the next ten years. 

We applaud the Alt 8 reduction of timbering areas on the forest to those where terrain and soils are most 
sultable We also applaud the inclusion of 3 Wilderness Areas, the extended study of rmrs fortheir recreational 
andlor scenic status, the large increase in roadless and recreational mgt areas, and the greatly expanded 
number of special biological areas 

Adopt Ail 8 of the Plan I belleve this an offers the best balance and utilization of the land 

The Board of the Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club wishes to be on record as supporting Alt 8 AH 8 is a 
balanced plan lt provides for limber harvest in a sustainable, responsible manner, creates a wide range of 
superlative recreational opportunities It fulfills the forester's mandate to preserve our precious supply of pure 
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Letter 3970 

Letter 4G24 

Letter 4049 

Letter 4247 

Letter 4264 

Response 

Letter 91 

Letter 146 

Letter I546 

Letter 1548 

Response 

water it will sustain an abundance of game animals and fish. We are moa pleased with the added protection 
with the Appalachian Trail will derive 

I support Alternative Eight it offers a good blend of balanced benefits and will provide a wide range of rec 
opportunities 

All. 8 of the USFS pian gives responsible and sensible balanoe tothe use of this araa. It allows for sane OW 
and logging use, while trying to preserve the wilderness that Is so rapidly vanishing in this nation. I urge you 
to consider carefully and choose aK 8 of the USFS mgt plan for the QWNF. 

Aiternative 8 has our strongest support because it mlnlmlzes logging, protects wildlife habllat and watersheds. 

Alternative 8 1s a balanced plan that serves multiple needs of the public 

A balanced program will allow some progress for lndusliy and ensure a recreational wilderness for our children 
Ah 8 best serve8 that purpose. 

Alternative 8 Is considered In detail in the FEIS. it will be selected a8 the preferred aiternative U the Regional 
Forester ldentlfles it as the aiternathre that maximizes net public ban& 

The IdentHicatlon of the aiternatlve that maximizes net public benefits requires a careful balancing of the 
opportunities to provide dmerent uses, products and condltlons and public values In a manner that 1s sensthe 
to negative effects on the environment, to issues raised by the public, and to agency policies and priorities 

Dmerent individuals, organizations, corporations and agencies place dtfferent relatwe weights on the lmpor- 
tame of providing dttferent uses, values, products and condltlons This fact resuits in major disagreements over 
which aiternathre should be selected as the Revised Plan 

The Regional Forester has ldentdied Aiternative 8A as the Forest Service preferred alternative In the FEIS. 
Alternative 8A wa8 developed to respond to a wider array of uses. values, products and conditions Including 
amenity values and environmental S ~ N ~ C ~ S .  

We congratulate you on a very thorough and thoughtful planning effort 

The draft plan and EIS are wraen more clearly and informatively than the muddled 1986 plan and accompany- 
ing environmental impact statement 

Administrative Compliance Review I found no deficiencies in this aspect of the document The length was 
excusable because of the complexity and scope of the project 

What was really excellent about the draft EIS and accompanying drdl  plan were their graphs and charts of 
breakdowns of the effects of the ab. In numerous categories I also liked the detailed outlines of the dtfferent 
kinds of mgt areas and the mgt goals. 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED. 

Letter 2497 

Response 

I recommend an. 8 be adopted and give future consideration to elimination of ANs from the forest 

Outdoor recreation, which Includes motorized recreation, is one of the purposes for which National Forests are 
administered (Muitiple Use - Sustained Yield Act of 19M),16 US C 528) Executive Order 11644, as amended 
by Executive Order 11989, establishes policies and procedures for A N  use on public lands and recognizes 
such use as legltimate on federal lands to be controlled and directed so as to protect the resources of those 
lands it is on this basis that the ID Team must consider A N  use as appropriate 

Letter 2519 I have looked at Alternative 8 and ltseemsto provide benefit above and beyond the current 12. Perhaps waiting 
to develop Is the best thing to do. 
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Response The ID Team has been unable to determine the point of this comment besides favcnng AlternatNe 8. 

Letter 2748 I support AR 8 I encourage you to maintain An 8 for 2 reasons. The Appalachian Trail is a trademark of the 
natural beauty to be found In the US., especially the eastern side. Once the designated areas of the trail are 
allowed for tlmber and other industrial uses, they are gone forever. 

I support Ail 8 as it would have a positive effect on the Appalachian Trail and the ecology of the surrounding 
areas 

Please support Alt 8 lt offers many benefits not only for the Appalachian Trail but also for other environmental 
interests 

I support Alternative No 8, wlth the minor changes proposed by NBATC in their lmer of March 28,1992. 

Choose Alternetwe 8 in order to protect some of the areas of the Appalachian Trail 

Letter 2750 

Letter 2894 

Letter 2924 

Letter 2934 

Letters 3425,3426,3427,4156 
Maintain the ADDalachian Trail exDenence in 116 Dresent state of beam end wilderness for all Benerations to 
come 

Lener 3466 

Letter 3515 

Letter 3650 

Letter 3663 

Lener 371 7 

Letter 3864 

Letter 4233 

Response 

I feel that Alternative 8 is a preferred compromisethat would best sewe my interests as e user ofthe Appalachian 
Trail. 

I support alternative 8 Alt 8 provides a realistic and In many areas more than sufficient allocatlon for all land 
uses 'The [Appalachian] trail' must be protected to ensure our grandchildren have the opportunity to see the 
trail and surrounding forest in 116 natural state. 

I urge you to go wlth Alternative 8 Our church Boy Scout Troop enjoys hiking on the Appalachian Trail. I have 
seen the beeutdul views from The Priest, Spy Rock, Three Ridges, etc., but it would be sad indeed d future 
scouts could not see the same beautiful sights 

I support Akernative 8 As a user of the Appalachian Trail System, I am veiy concerned about our future 
generations availability to experience these areas 

I support AR 8 The mgmt. of land for wilderness values and the preservation of existing roadless and 
undeveloped lands are important to the Appalachian Trail experience In An 8, 11.862 additional acres wlll be 
recommended for wilderness designation, including 14 mi of the AT, and 96% of existing roadless areas would 
remain roadless 

lt appears that Alternative 8 has a better chance of allowing the AT to continue to provide rewarding wilderness 
experiences Consider this letter as one in support of Alternative 8 

There is already en over harvest of timber which is destroying the beauty and biological resources Important 
to the [Appalachian] Trail experience Preservation of existing roadless and undeveloped lands is essential. 

Alternative 8 is considered in detail in the FEIS Alternative 8A has been identified asthe Forest Service preferred 
alternative in the FElS Alternative 8A provides a higher degree of protection to the Appalachian Trail foreground 
zone The ID Team has been working with representatives of the Appalachian Trail Conference to incorporate 
ddferent standards in Management Area 6 

Letter 1299 

Response 

[Under] Alternate Plan 8 the forests would receive the kind of eventy proportioned management the public has 
wanted The reduction of clear cutting is perhaps the most important provision: also the recommendation for 
49 areas in the forest with unique botanical or zoological interest to be managed for natural values 

The reduction in clearcutting and the establishment of special biological areas are two examples of how 
Alternative 8A is utilizing an ecological approach to managing the Forest 
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Letter 3923 

Response 

The alternative wlth the least impact visually and physically 1s Alternative 8. 

01 the fourteen alternatives considered In detail In the FEIS, Anernatbe 3 would cause the LEAST visual. 
physical, and environmental impacts. Alternative 8A would cause more impact than Alternatives 3,8,9,10, 11 
and 13. lt would cause less Impact than Alternaiives 2,4,5,7,12 and 14 

Letter 1368 

Letter 1@4 

Leiier 1902 

Letter 1991 

Letter 2456 

Letter 2579 

Letter 2883 

Letter 2939 

Letter 3462 

Letter 3463 

Letter 3482 

Letter 3484 

Letter 3484 

Letter 3523 

Letter 3528 

Letter 3536 

I am wrlting to relterate our support of Alt 8 We believe strongly that forest mgi for ecological and blologlcal 
values must be given AT LEAST equal value and consideration 88 timber and recreational Interests. The 
proposed alt 1s a posnive step in that direction 

Ai l  8 will better preserve our Forest than past plans 

I am In agreement with An. 8 I am one who enjoys the natural beauty of GWNF and I believe that lt Is vltal to 
retain these locales as respected wilderness areas. Once cultlng Is condoned, resulting in exienslve depletion 
of trees and supporting Me, there is no way to regain that which Is lost 

I endorse Alt 8 This proposal offers the least environmental Impact for the future of the NF 

Chose Alternatlve 8 No economic gain can be worth destroylng our very means of physical survival on this 
planet 

Troop 326, Boy Scouts of America support Alternatlve 8 As Scouts we feel a vested interest In this Forest and 
trust you will do evelylhing possible to presewe these Forests 

I am a tirm backer of Alternative 8 and I urge those who back Alternative 12 to put down thelr chalnsaws, step 
off of that 4-wheeler and just take a walk through God's countly that has been untarnished by the sweep of 
man's hand 

I encourage you to adopt Alternative 8. This alternative will produce a wide range of qualky recreational 
opportuntiies, presewe our precious supplies of clean water. protect game animal and fish populations. provide 
for the harvest of timber In a responsible manner, and concentrate resources on such important Issues of the 
day as biodiversriy and ecosystem management 

I feel vely strongly that Alternative #8 be the preferred alternative Alternative 8 best sewes the needs of many 
hikers like myselt as well as preserves and maintainsthe wildlife and fish populations In a responsible manner. 

I urge you to support Alternative 8 as a plan forthe forest The poor forest is under enough stress with acid rain. 
and this plan will help presewe the forest for us and for future generations 

Alternative 8 of George Washington National Forest Plan Draft accommodates a better plan of conservation of 
our natural resources which is a link of our herltage and insures better environmental protection 

Alternative No 8 is a rational balance of the possible uses of our forests. I believe this alternatlve is one which 
allows the minimum charges In our forest. 

Alternative No 8 is a rational balance of the possible uses of our forests I hope no more destructive alternabves 
will be approved. 

I advocate Alternative 8 lt Is vltal that there be a balance between industry's needs and the need for consewa- 
lion and preservation, few maintaining wildlife habtiats. 

#8 will beneflt the greatest number of people for the security of both our future and that of the ecosystem of the 
forest 

I support Alternative 8 R Is a well balanced approach which allows for both recreational opportunltles, resource 
development and ecosystem preservation 
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Letter 3641 

Letter 3887 

Letter 3677 

Letter 3690 

Letter 3692 

Letter 3725 

Letter 3830 

Letier 3835 

Letter 3858 

Lener 3947 

Lener 3997 

Letter 4005 

Letter 4w9 

Letter 4066 

Lener 4227 

Response 

We prefer Alternative 8. My wrfe and I commend the Forest Service for the importance placed on biodiversity 
and ecosystem management 

I prefer Alternatlve 8 for better wllderness experiences end preservlng undeveloped lands Contlnue to help 
preserve our natural resources. 

Support Alternative 8 This alternative allows for a balance of use between the timber companies, the OW users 
and hlkerslnaturallsts. 

I commend you and others involved in selecting Alternative 8 and urge you to continue to support this 
alternative. I appreciate the 'balanced blend of benefits' offered In this alternative. lt's Important that we all 
recognize that the health of our forest ecosystem must come first. 

I would like to see Alternative 8 used I am a strong believer of natural envlronment protection for our Vlrglnia 
wlldllfe and scenery 

We should contlnue to conserve our natural resources and protect our local ecosystem by harvesting timber 
slowly and minimizing clearcuts I would also like to limit the use of OFNs For these reasons I favor Ah. 8. 

Alternative 8 offers a balanced blend of benefb for all user8 of the George Washington NF, both recreationists 
and industry. This plan would preserve precious water supplies, animal and fish populations, and provide for 
timber harvest In a sustainable, responsible manner PLEASE STAND BY YOUR ALTERNATNE 8, lt is a good 
plan, fair to all Interests 

I feel strongly that we need to preserve the forest ecosystem and the qualdy of our opportunltiesfor backcountry 
experiences The plan proposed in An 8 offers minimum degradation of the forest experience and I support this 
all 

Alternate 8 is kind enough to the short sighted economic interests 

I support All 8 In the GW Forest Plan Drafl Alt 8 would preserve precious water, protectwildllfe, and still provide 
for reasonable harvest of timber. 

We support the Preferred AH 8 This alt provides a framework forthe conservation of biological diversity while 
promoting multiple resource mgmt of the GWNF resources. Moreover, An 8 established a management 
direction of each MA seeking to achieve goals toward a desired future condition. 

I favor AR 8 It offers a well balanced approach to all, providing OHV use and timber harvesting in rational 
proportions while preserving the grace and beauty of our forests. 

Your proposed Alt 8 is a fair compromise between the traditional and the progressive schools of forest mgmt 

Alternative 8 1s the best overall strategy for the GWNF to follow, given legal mandates of protection and 
management of the forest's biodiversrly and the need to provide multlpibuses of forest resources. We believe 
that this alternative balances the many divergent viewpoints and demands on this public resource 

Virginia is one of the most beautrful places on earth Please do what you can to save It. ALTERNATNE 8 

The Forest Service will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specrfied in the Revised Plan. 
Ecosystem management is the means to an end. It is not the end rtsen. The Forest Sewice does not manage 
ecosystems just for the sake of managing them or for some notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 
managed for specrfic purposes such as producing, restoring, or sustaining certain ecological condhons, 
desired resource uses and products, vital environmental services, end aesthetic cultural or spiritual values For 
the Forest Service, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses, products or 
services In ways that also Sustaln the diversdy and productivity of ecosystems 

This Is neither product-oriented bias nor a nature-oriented bias. in some places, the emphasis is on ecological 
conditions and environmental Services In others, it is on resource products and uses Overall, the mandate is 
to protect environmental quality while also producing on a sustainable basis. resources that people need 
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Letter 2M3 I would strongly prefer the adoption of Alternative 8 rather than AHernative 12. Although logging brings jobs and 
Income to our areas, so does tourlm and recreational hunting and fishing. A balanced approach to forest 
management, giving equal conslderetlon to all forest-users. will In the long-term, ensure the maximum econom- 
Io well-being for our area. 

The many individuals, organlzatlons and agencies who commented on the Draft Revleed Pian and DElS have 
phllosophical dmerences on the management of the Fore& Naturally, there are dlsagreemenia over the degree 
that any alternative is equitable to the interests and concerns of thew Indlviduals, organizatlons end agencies. 

National and regional Forest Service policy during the 90's has evoked to include a greater sensithrtiy for 
environmental concerns and a willingness to adjust priorities l o  ensure that National Foreste are managed to 
provide values bsyond the IradHional goods and services offered in the past. 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to find the appropriate mixture of uses, values, products and condltlons that 
will be provided forthe next tent offflean years in IigM of the reelizatlon that people want and need a wider array 
of uses, values, produots and condnions from the Forest than in the paat 

Alternative 12 provides a mixture of goods and sewices that approxlmates those provided in the 1988 Forest 
Plan under revision. This alternative is generalk viewed as more favorable by persons who are employed In the 
timber Industry. by hunters concerned with early sucoessionai game species (especially whtte-tailed deer and 
ruffed grouse) and by persons who wlsh to enloy onhighway vehlcles on the Forest. 

Response 

Letter 2708 Adopt Alternative 8 The people are entitled l o  a fair price for the timber sold; road development should be 
minlmlzed 

As discussed In detail In the process paper The Concepts of Demand, the demand for wood (stumpage) by the 
producers of wood-based produots and sewices is rather 'elastic' (The Forest provides only a small portlon of 
the area's timber volume and changes in the price would be temporary as there are numerous other providers 
of timber). lt Is questkmable H changes in the amount of stumpage offered on the Forest would cauw more than 
a small, short-term Increase In the price of stumpage The key point Is that stumpage offered on the George 
Washlngton National Forest is a small percentage (8 5%) of the total amount of stumpage sold In northern 
Virginia and adjoining West Virginia 

The amount of road construotlon needed to support the timber sale program In the Forest Service preferred 
alternative Is estimated l o  be 5 to 8 miles per year Addltlonal roads may be needed for a variety of reasons 
including access to new developed recreation sees and access to wildide improvements 

Response 

Letter 3651 I am favorable to cutting policy Alternative 8. We must keep cutting trees in the George Washington National 
Forest for the environment, for recreational benefits, and for the U S. economy since cutting on public lands 
costs taxpayers money ultimately 

No meaningful response can be provided. Response 

ADEQUACY OF THE REVLSION oppwnion l o  Ihe Preferred Anernalive 

Letter 11 The Forest Sewice's preferred Alternative, which embraces 'biological and social vaIuesmjust can't maintain the 
muniple use concept on the GWNF. lt sounds like H was pre-wrttten by the 'Chle?. 

X8 is an affront to the very concept of 'multiple-use' It amounts to ltttle more than an allocation of varying 
amounts of acreage to several individual uses. 

Letter 192 

Letters 374,1428 
Alt 8 is not in the best interest of the Forest or the people of the US. Simply carving up the forest and giving 
the mostvocal usergroups 'their piece' is to abandon Integrated multiple use mgt in favor of a polltical solullon 
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Letter 382 

Letters 490, -1 

Letter 730 

Letters 747, 758 

Letter 1339 

Letter 1369 

Letter 1463 

Letter 1467 

Letter 1638 

Letter 1878 

Letter 1848 

Letter 1857 

Letter 1983 

Letter 21% 

Letter 2187 

Letter 2204 

Letter 2319 

Letter 2324 

Letter 2357 

Letter 2388 

I am adamantly opposed to AltemetNe 8 It is a single-use aitemathre that is contrary to the laws governing 
national forests 

The Draft Plan is not a multipleuse plan and does not allow for proper stewardship and use of the wood 
products which the Forest produces 

The Ruffed Grouse Society has grave resewations about the abiilty of the GWNF, il managed according to the 
guidelines setforth in A n  8, to providethe balance required on public lands l o  meet the needs of all forest users 
For this reason, the Society can not endorse Alt 8 

Many in our industry and in a variety of user groups believe that An 8 is not in the best interest of the Forest 
or the people of the U S. Simply carving up the forest and giving the most vocal user groups Weir piece' is to 
abandon integrated multiple use mgmt. in favor of the polltical solution. 

Alt 8 is not the correct method to maintain a multipleuse forest. The NFs were to be administered for outdoor 
rec, range, timber. watershed and wildlde and fish purposes An 8 does not provide adequately for ell these 
uses. Alt 8 will not support growth of the forest products industry and will not do enough to control the gypmo 

Biological values are impottant but should not be the ultimate goal in the mgt. of the GWNF. Ah 8 does not 
balance the muniple use needs of the forest Neither does It maximize net public benef@. 

Alt 8 is a single use designation which cannot be considered 

Alt 8 doesn't properly promote the multiple use principle. 

I am strongly opposed to Alt 8 because It would not balance multiple use needs of the forest and does not 
maximize net public benefits 

I am opposed to AH 8 as I do not believe It provides the mandated 'Multiple Use' mgt. 

I oppose alternative #8 The reason for this 18 the lack of concern this alternative plan has for the muhiple use 
concept 

I mu* express my displeasure with All 8 All 8 goes agalnst everything I thought multlple use was 

Alternative 8 is broad based and yields to potentially productive land being unmanaged. This will create a 
preservation of acreage wlthout multipleuse management practices 

All 8 moves away from multiple use mgmt Multiple use has allowed your neighbors to enjoy the resources you 
control 

I thlnk A& 8 moves away from multiple use mgmt 

Alternative 8 poorly addresses the needs of the forest 

The plans for the most part [are] bad for myself, for my home town (Cllfton Forge), for Alleghany County, for 
Virginia, for the U S and for the world 

Alternative 8 would definitely not be in the best interest of the communlties in Virginia 

#0 does lmleto promotethe 'Multiple Use' concept, and is instead a move toward creating a GW National Park 

Alternative 8 is nothing more than a plan designed to tie up addltional public lands in the all too common 
presewationist style. I disagree with the plans objectives of setting aside 800,OOO acres, nearly 80% of the forest, 
to be managed or more appropriately 'preselved' as an old growth overmature forest This does not meet the 
multiple use crlteria that our National Forest system supposedly run under The plan will virtually eliminate 
timber production management Wnhoutthesevegetation manipulation activltiestheforest will decline in health 
and will be viewed by a majority of the public as baing a wasteful use of timber and timberland. 

OpposHlon to lhe Preferred Alternalive 
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Letters 2496, 2729 
Alternative 8 Is not anywhere close to a multiple use alternative 

Letter 2504 

Letter 2537 

Letter 2565 

Letter 2620 

Lener 2686 

Letter 2696 

Letter 2703 

Letter 2727 

Letter 2734 

Letter 2880 

Letier 2882 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3755 

Letter 3779 

Letter 3890 

Letter 3917 

Letter 3951 

Letter 4019 

Letter 4030 

Response 

I believe Anernatwe 8 Is a single-use management that vioIa1es the laws and principles governing National 
Forests. 

This is not a management pian, n d  even a maintenance pian This is a preservation pian 

Alternative 8 does not balance the multiple use needs of the forest, lt does not maximize net public benefh and 
lt does not best accomplish the mission of the Forest Service 

Alternative 8. does not balance the multiple-use needs of the forest, lt does not maximize public benefits 

Alternative 8 Is not a multiple-use alternative Wildlife populations will suffer as well 88 loggers who depend on 
a reliable timber supply. 

Alternative 8 places loo much emphasis on below cost recreation programs 

The pian seemsto have all but erased the concept of multiple use We need a balance of commodlty production 
wildlife habltat enhancement and recreational opporlunlty which the proposed plan seems to lack 

Alternative 8 is a big change in your emphasis of providing something for everyone lt provides Ittlleforthe most 
and hands 1 1 million acres to the preservationists to squander My hunting will suffer greatly under Altemative 
8 direction No soft mast and browse means reduced habltat for our game. Less road building means more 
areas unavailable l o  hunters 

Single use emphasis like preservation (alternative 8) provides lmle to most cltlzens and absolutely zero to the 
economy 

Alternative 8 more nearly serves the single purpose of turning the forest into a park 

I am distressed and dismayed that the Forest Service has chosen Alternative 8 AlternatNe 8 falls to adequately 
serve the public and the multiple-use concepts 

I do not like Alternative 8 I cannot accept this as a multiple-use alternative. 

AH 8 is more of a 'forest preservation pian' than a true multiple use forest m g t  plan 

Hardwood and softwood regeneration harvests are simply manipulating the forest in order to mine It for its 
values, and obllterating the multiple use concept 

I have difficulty comprehending Alternative 8 as a multiple-use management pian Preservation gets a strong 
boost. 

Alternative 8 does not allow for proper stewardship and use of the wood products Alternative 8 Is not a multiple 
use plan. 

Alternative 8 is not a sound multiple-use elternative as stated in the proposed plan Alternative 8 1s not the best 
management direction lt appears to be a step back in the history of the management of National Forests 

I am opposed to the proposed revlsion of the mgt plan lt does not reflect enough long-term concern for the 
health of the forest or for the future well-being of many wildlde species. The plan seems to have all but erased 
the concept of multiple use The pian ieflects no attempt to compromise There is no longer a balance of 
commodlty productions, wildlife habltat enhancement and recreational opportunity 

Alternative 8 tends to abandon 'multiple Use' forestry 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want a wider array of uses, values, products and condltlons 
from the Forest than in the past These additional multiple uses Include environmental and social values not 
traditionally identdied as multiple uses Such an identification, however, is not inconslstent wlth the definltlon 
of 'multiple use in Section 4 of the the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA) 
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'Multiple use' means the management of all the various resources on the national fore& so that they are 
utilized in the combinahon that best meet the needs of the American people: making the most judicious 
use of the land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide 
sufficient latltude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditlons, that 
some land will be used for less than all of the resources, and harmonious and coordinated management 
of the various resources, each wlth the other, wlthout the impalrment of the productivity of the land, WW 
consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that wlll give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output ' 

Alternative EA was developed in recognltion that besides the tradltional multiple use8 of timbbr, wildllfe and 
motorized recreation, the Forest Service needs to provide amenlty values. such as aesthetics and remote, 
non-motorized recreation, as well as environmental condltions that promote healthy, diverse lands and water 
In providlng this wider array, Alternative EA is not fostering 'single use managemenr but is a *muhipie use' 
alternative 

Letter 20,184 
I oppose the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan 

Letters 66,13t5,2374,2864,2878 
I am against Alternative 8. 

Alternative 8 should be eliminated as the preferred Alternative 

I have several problems wlth Alternative 8 as the accepted IGyear plan for the George Washington National 
Forest 

Wood Fiber Industries in Danville. VA, is opposed to the Draft Revised Land and Resource Mgt Plan. 

I am writing to voice my objection to the selected option of the draft 10 year plan for the George Washington 
National Forest. 

We are unalterably opposed to Alternative 8 

Alternative 8 is a wasteful plan and does not represent responsible management. 

Letter 88 

Letter 94 

Letter 131 

~etter 138 

Letter 181 

Letter 183 

Letters 136,190,527,542,543.552,553.556.751,967.1088,1140,1432,1617,1eO7,2051,2235,2243,2571,2655,2663,2739,2880, 
2919,2923.3544.3739,3773,3775,3956 

I am (we are) in opposttion of Alternative 8 of the George Washington Plan 

Letters 327,328,379,388,389,390,391,392,393,~, 395,396,397,398,399,4oo,401,402,4o3,4c4,405,406,407,408, a, 410, 
411,412,413,414,415,416, 417,418,419,420,421,422,423, 424,425, 426, 474,475,476,477,476,479,480,481,482,483,484, 
588,604,630,631,632,633,634,635,M6,637,638,639,640.641,642,643,644,~5,646, €47,648,649,650,651,652,653,654, 
655,656,657,658,659,880,661,662,663,664, 665,666,667,668, 669,670,671,672,673,674, 675,676,877,678,679,880,M(l, 
682, 883,664,685. 686. 667, Sas, 689,690,691,692, 693,694,695,696,697,698, 659,700. 701,702,703, 801,802,803,804,Bos. 
806, 807,808.809, 810, 811,812,813,814,815,816,817,818,819,820, 821,822,823,824,825,826,827,828,829,830,831,832, 
833,834,835,836,837,838,839,840,841,842,843,894,895,896,897,898,899,900,901,902,903,904,905,906,907, 938,909, 
910,911,912,913,914,1020,1021,1022,1023,1024,1O25,1026,1O27,1028,1023,1030.1031,1032,1033,1034,1035,1036,1~7, 
1038,1039,1040,1041,t042,1043, I 115,1116,1117,1118,1119,1120,1121,1122,1123,1124,1175,1176,1177,1178,1179,1180, 
1181,1182,1226,1229,1230,1231,1232,1233,1234,1235,1236,1235,1236,1237,1238,1239,1240,1241,1242,1243,1244,1245, 
1246,1247,1248,1393,13~,1~5,1396,1~7,1398,15O7,15MI, t509,1510,1511,1512,15t3,1514,1515,1516,15t7,1717,t718, 
1719,1720,1721,1722,1825,1945,1946,1947,1948,1949.1950,1951.1952,2069,2070,2071,2072,2073,2074,2075,2076,2U77, 
2078,2392,2393,2394,2395,2396,2397,2398,2359,2763,3059,3060,3061,3062,3063,3064,3120,3121,3122,3123,3124,3125, 
3126,3127,3128,3129,3130,3131,3132,3133,3134,3135,3136,3137,3138,3139,3140,3141,3142,3143,3144,3145,3186,4067, 
4070 

Alternative 8 is the one that I deem least desirable 

Alternative 8 is the least desirable of all Forest should be conserved for private as well as commercial use 

I feel that the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan that has been proposed would be detrimental to 
the George Washington National Forest 

Letter 380 

Letter 501 

Opposition lo the Preferred Alternative 
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Letter 535 

Letter 540 

Letter 553 

Letter 714 

Letter 739 

Letter 741 

Letter 852 

Letter 884 

Letters 886,2576 

Letter 948 

Letter to79 

Letter ti65 

Letter t t 66 

Letter 1252 

Letters 1254,1681 

Letter 1257 

Letter I 266 

Letter t 276 

Letter t 281 

Letter 1284 

Letter t 3~ 

Letter 1303 

Letter tw 

Letten 1307,ms 

Letter (312 

Letter 1359 

I oppose Alternative 8 because lt will be bad for us in WV. 

I oppose Alt. X8. #8 is a poor pian for sawmilis and wood users and paper mills. 

I feel Alternative 8 would not help our timber, wildirfe, or schools what 80 ever, 

The ab. which was selected (Alt 8) is one which I do not support. 

I do not support Alternative 8 and have reviewed the pertinent dttferences. 

As an employee In the forest products industly, I cannot support Anernative 8 regarding management of the 
George Washington National Forest. 

I strongly believe Alt 8 is not the best choice. 

I donot believeAR 8wiiiseNetheneedsofaliourpeopie butlstooiinkedtothenarrowviewsofspeciallnterest 
group 

I am not supportive of Alt 8 

Please note my family’s opposition to your GWNF draft plan. 

Alt 8 is neither In the best interests of nature enthusiasts, sportsmen. or businesses. 

I honestly think the plan proposed by your team is not beneficial and supporlive enough for our forest 

I have studied your preferred Alternative 8 as a Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest, 
and disagree with your choice 

After careful consideration of the new draft plan I have to say that An 8 Is a poor choice. 

Alt 8 is not desirable. 

I disagree with the favored Alt I do not believe Alt 8 is the most practical or most beneficial mgt. pian for this 
forest 

The #8 proposal causes great distress to my family. 

Please reconsider your decision 

The plan does not offer adequate protectlon to thls treasured area (the QWNF). 

I very much disagree wrth the purpose of this pian. 

Please, I beg you as a taxpayer, Forest user, and most of ail a Forest lover, to reject and not to use An. 8. 

I am writing to you to voice my concern end opposttion to An 8 

The Virginia Forestry Association can not agree wtth Alternative 8 

i DO NOT favor Ait 8. 

I want to go on record as vehemently opposing your proposed forest mgmt pian 

Alt 8 does not s e ~ e  my needs as an avid hunter, camper and hlker as well as one who is directly tied to the 
forest products industry 
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Letter 1425 

Letter 1462 

Letter 1471 

Letter 1473 

Letter 1564 

Letter 1810 

Letters 1613, 2216. 2906 

I find A k  8 to outline a abysmal plan of action 

I cannot agree wlth Ai l  8 

Th6 ait. 8 I do not feel Is the best plan. 

I cannot agree that the A t  8 Is the best a n  

I don? care for AH 8 

I am vely upset over An. 8 

A k  8 should not be considered 

Letters 1614.2185.2225.2288.3995 

Letter 1626 

Letter 1627 

Letter 1640 

Letter 1653 

Letter 1657 

Letter 1663 

Letter 1815 

Letter 1831 

Letter 1838 

Letter 1839 

Letters 1877,2279 

Letter 1882 

Letter 1970 

Letters 2175, 2176 

Letter 2226 

I do not agree wlth An 8 

I have just been made aware of AIt 8 and I don’t believe that It is an acceptable Met. Plan 

We should NOT support AH 8 

I feel A k  8 Is the LEAST appropriate option 

Ah. 8 is not a viable plan 

An 8 is not In the best Interest of the forest or the majorlty of the public. 

The Exacutive Commtttee requests that the Forest Sewice reconsider the proposed Management Anernatbe 8 
and that another alternative be selected that provides a more positive impact on the Greater Alleghany 
Highlands area 

It saddens me to think, what will be the end resuil If Ai l  8 is allowed to be put in effect. 

I am againstthe useofAH 810 managethisforestorany otherforest. I believethatbyusingAk8youaretaking 
the easy way out to manage this forest, not the best way 

I am a professional forester and a sportsman and find your An 8 form@ ofthe GWNFIo be disturbing I cannot 
agree with a plan that reduces timber harvesting but does not make adequate provisions to protect the forest 
from gypmo. 

I find your proposed Ab 8 as a poor AH 

Reject plan 8. 

I do not believe the an. 8 is desirable 

A k  8 is not an acceptable solution 

I am not in favor of AH 8 

I disagree wiih your decision to choose alternative 8 

Opposlllon 10 the Preferred Mernallve 
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Letter 2300 

Letter 2342 

Letter 2494 

Letter 2526 

i was disturbed to hear of your choice of Alternative 8 

I believe that much is ai risk should plan 8 go into effect 

i do not agree that Altarnatwe 8 Is the right choice for the GWNF. 

After careful consideration and study, I have come to the conclusion that Anernative 8 is n d  In the best Interest 
of the people of Virginia. 

lt is strongly recommended and urged that Alternative 8 not be implemented 

I, as a sporisman and timberman, see no point In alt 8 

I do not agree wlth your choice that Alternative 8 is the best way to manage 'our forest 

Please consider rejecting An. 8 

I am disiurbed by your choice o! Alternative 8 

I am definlteiy opposed to Ai l  8 of this plan 

Alternative 8 does not make good sense. 

Although I do not like Alternative 8, I can grudgingly support R only If there is no other alternative available. 

Letter 2531 

Letter 2623 

Letter 26M) 

Letter 2669 

Letter 2700 

Letter 2840 

Lener 2842 

Letter 2891 

Letters N ~ ~ , N ~ ~ , s w I  

Letters 3445,3446,3632 

I disagree wlth Alternative 8 fa a Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest 

Alternative #8 is both flawed and unacceptable 

Letter 3489 

Letter 3504 

Letter 3559 

Letter 3610 

Letter 3747 

Letter 3760 

LeUer 3780 

Letter 3780 

Letter 3935 

Letter 3968 

Letter 3978 

Letter 4Mo 

Letter 4035 

Letter 4240 

I take exception to most of the pian 

I do not recommend [An 81 

Alternative 8 is not desirable 

I can not endorse Anernalive 8 

The Commission voted unanimously l o  express strong disapproval of the proposed Alternative #8, consisting 
in large measure of letting nature take Its course 

We do not need any of the musty decay of the moth-eaten Alt. 8 

I am strongly against your using Anernalive 8 for many reasons 

Consider another plan which would beneflt everyone more evenly 

Alternative 8 is the one that I think least acceptable. 

I cannot go along wlth Alternative 8 

Alternative 8 does not provide for enough timber harvesting, implement Alternative 12 

Alt 8 Is least desirable 

The selected ah is unacceptable. 

I am opposed to AlternatrJe 8 management for the George Washington National Forest This plan would 
eliminate some 8W,WO acres of productive forest from timber management programs 
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Letter 4252 

Response 

Letter 289 

Letter 376 

Letter 532 

Letter 13M) 

Letter 1407 

Letter 1643 

Letter 1753 

Letter 1858 

Letter 2202 

Letter 2206 

Letter 2233 

Letter 2301 

Letter 2517 

Lmer 2637 

Lelten 2638,2639 

Letter 2855 

Letter 3826 

LMer 3939 

Response 

I cannot agree wlth your posltion on Alternative 8 

In the record of decision for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Regional Forester will select the 
alternative to serve as the Revised Plan for the next ten to fifleen years Although public comments are 
considered in reaching this decision, il is not based on a voting process but rather the IdentUIed ablllty of the 
selected anernative to maximize net public beneflts 

i feel lt is unacceptable to sacrmce jobs and revenue to my area, 80 I do not support Alt 8 

Alternative 8 does not allow for enough timber production, will directly cause the loss of jobs In the limber 
Industry, and surely a loss of jobs in other areas not directly invoked in the timber community 

Alternative 8 will limlt the use and production of the forest land Besides the loss of many jobs and thousands 
of dollars In Income 

Alternative 8 will cost more people their lobs 

lf Alt. 8 Is used, a great number of people will be out of work 

lf people chose AR 8, people who work at mills would be out of a job 

I ask you to drop AH 8 Ai l  8 takes care ofthe environment reasonably well, but does notlake care ofthe people 
who live around and work in the Forest. Too many jobs and too much money will be lost under Alt 8. 

Anernalive 8 signlficantly reduces jobs and beneflts to local econcmies. 

Alternative 8 wanls to destroy the local economy and put everybody on welfare 

I find AR 8 inferior Only 59 percent of the existing timber demand will be met. 67 direct timber industry jobs will 
be lost Age class distributionwill continueto worsen I deplore IhethougM of 252,MM acres of more wilderness 

I think Alternative 8 IS inferior to Alternative 12 Many job will be lost in an industry that is so important to our 
local economy. 

You are trying to take jobs with Alternative 8 

I cannot accept Alternative 8 and the loss of lobs It will create. 

A loss of 67 jobs will resuk from implementing Ahernatwe 8 

I don't like Alternative 8. As I understand It many timber Industry jobs will be lost The limber industry Is the 
largest Industry In the state I feel that endangering lobs is poor management 

n would be very sad to see my husband or anyone loose their job due to Inadequate log supply This could 
happen ll Alternative 8 is chosen. 

I am deeply disturbed by your choice of Ai l  8 as the preferred ah for managing the GWNF Now Is not the time 
for the OS to be Implementing plans which will have a net loss of jobs I support An 12 and lts Increase In jobs 

Alternative 8 slates that there will be a loss In the number of direct lobs In the area which will further contribute 
to the high level of unemployment in the Forest zone of influence Anernative 8. as presented, has a negative 
impact on the economy and stabilky of the local communities. 

Appendix B of the FElS has been rewrmen to explain the assumptions inherent in the estimation of changes In 
employment and Income displayed In Figure 2-34 and Table 3.23 of the DEIS. These are relative numbers and 
cannot be viewed as absolute changes In employment and Income The Increases or decreases In employment 
and income displayed in the FElS should be viewed as potential for Increases or decreases In employment and 
income. The Regional Forester will weigh this potential for gain or loss of employment and income as one of 
the factors considered in selecting the enernative to s e w  as the Revlsed Plan 
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Letier 167 Accordingly, based on this evaluaUon, the Board of Supervlsoni adopted the attached resolution R92-18 at their 
regular meeting held on Februaly 18.1992 requesting that the Forest Service reconsider the selected Manage 
ment Aiternative (Aiternatlve 8) and that another anernatwe be chosen that provides a full range of goods and 
services wlth more positive impacts on the economy. 

Letter8193,194,195,196,197,198,199.XX),201,2M,203,204,M5,~,~7,208,~,210,211,212,213,214,215,216.217,218. 
219,Z?O,Pl,m, 223,224,225,226,227,228, E3,23Q, 23t, 232,233,234,235,236,237,238,239,240,241,242,243,244,245, 
246,247,248,249,250,251,252,253,254,255,256,257,258,259, 260, 261,262,263,%4,265,266,267,268,269.270, 271,272, 
273,274,275,276,277,297,298,299,300,301,302,303,304,305,306,307,308,309,310,311,312,313,314,315,316,317,318, 
319,3~,321,32,330,931,~2,333,334,335,936,337,338,339,340,341,342,343,344,345,346,347,348,447,448,449,450, 
451,452,453,454,455,456,457,458,459,460,461,462,570,571,572,573,574,575,576,577,578,579,580,581,582,583,584, 
585,586,587,588,589,590,591,592,593,594,595,596,597,598,599,601.Mn,603,M)5.M)6,607,608,609.610,611,612,613, 
814.615,816.617,618,819,620,621,62?,623,624,625,626,627,628,629.726,779,78O,783,784,785.786,787,788,789.790, 
791,792,793,794,798,888,917,918,919,920,975,977, 1006,1007,1006,1009,1011,1013,1014,1016,1017,1019,1110,1111, 
1112,1113,1114,1126,1127,1141,1199,1~,1201,1295,1358,1375.1379,1380,1381,1382,1383,1384,1390,1391,1392,1404. 
1405,1406,1491,1492,1493,1494,1495,1496,1497,1498,1518,1519,1534,1535,1536,1537,1536,1548,1688,1689,1690,1652, 
1693,1694,1695,1696,1697,1698,1929,1930,1931,1932,1933,2139,2140,2141,2142,2155,2156,2157,2373,2374,2375,2390, 
239t,2402,2403,2502,2707,3065,3271,3272,3276,3277,3278,3279,3260,3261,32@2.3283,3284,3285,3288, 3287,3288,3289. 
3290,3291,3292,3682,3757,3765,3913,4072,4260,4151 

Aiternative 8 Is not desirable and does not sewe the needs of the people 

Letter 292 

Ldter 483 

Ldter 707 

Letters 707,3876 

Letter 71 6 

Letter 721 

Letters 733,734 

I belleve your decision regarding timber management in the George Washington National Forest does not sewa 
the Interests of everyone, but only a few narrowly focused conversationisis, who are willing to let trees grow 
forever at the expense of wlldlde and recreation enjoyment of others 

I oppose use of AK 8, aimed at satidying a limlter number of user groups 

The resuit you have come up wlth is avast disappointment You people have let the below-cost timber sale item 
adle your minds You have reduced timbering and clearcutting, which are the backbone to game and wildllfe 
management, io almost nathmng. 

00 back to the drawing board guys and lei's give It another try. Let's start with increasing the acreage available 
for timbering and clearcutting. 

A t  8 does not Seem to give the needed usage of our forest to sew6 the needs of the people 

An. 8 doesn't sewe the needs of the people and isn4 desirable. 

I can not support An. 8 proposal for the NF This proposal does not serve the needs of our people 

Letters 740,2321 

Letter 745 

Letter 777 

Letter 893 

Anernalive 8 does not 8 6 ~ 8  the needs of the people 

I do not believe Alternative 8 is desirable. because It does not sewe the needs of the people 

AN. 8 does not s e ~ e  the needs of the people and is therefore unacceptable. 

An 8, the USFS preferred an., is the one that I deem least desirable If these forests are going to best sew6 all 
of the people 
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Letter 1282 

Letter 1333 

Letter 1373 

Letters 1422, 1423 

A k  8 is too restridbe and does not S B N ~  the needs of the people 

I do not feel Ak 8 serves the needs of the majorkj of our cnizens 

Ak 8 is least desirable d these forests are going to best SONB all of the people 

AH. 8 does not serve the needs of the people and would bs detrimental not only to our family but to Muntie88 
other families that depend on our country's forests 

Letters 1798,2162,2908,3588,3589 
Alternative 8 leaves a lot to be desired by all forest users 

Letter 1858 National Forest land is managed as multipleuse and Anernatwe 8 is anything but multipleuse forest manage 
mew. 

Letter 2018 

Letters 2018,2014,3730 

We believe Ak 8 does not adequately address the mgt of the Forest's true renewable resource - timber. 

We believe your proposed elt for the GWNF represents a dlvergence from responsible mgt 

I am against Alt 8 This aK does not provide multiple use, only preservation This en. provides only for the few 
who want to turn ail forest land into parks 

Alt 8 really comes up short Less road, less early successional habitat for wildilfe and only 1i% of the Forest 
dedicated for timber sales How many people will plan to take a Sunday drlve to see dead trees? 

An. 8 is not in the best interest of most sportsmenlusers 

ithinkAlternative8ls moreofasurrendertothe highlyvisibleandvocalenvironmentaiactlvlststhan Itisaforest 
management plan 

Alternative 8 will have a negatlve effect on wildlde. farming, industty and people 

Anernetive 8 is not in the best interest of the Forest or the people of the U S 

Alternative eight is the one that I deem least desirable dthese forests are going to best serve ail of the people. 

Alternative 8 does not provide for the needs of the greatest number of people 

Alternative 8 is not in the best interest of the Forest or the people of the Unlted States 

I can not even consider alternative eight e reasonable form of management 

Alternative 8 is not in the best interest of the Forest or the people of the U S We cannot abandon integrated 
multipleuse management in favor of a polltical solution 

Letter 221 1 

Letter 2218 

Letter 2248 

Letter 2258 

Letter 2335 

Letter 2379 

Letter 2533 

Letter 2559 

Letter 2610 

Letter 2629 

Letter 2679 

Letters 2715, 2 i z 9  2723, 2752 
Alternative 8 Is another attempt to preserve ell federal lands and therefore be of lmle beneflt to the American 
public. 

Akernative #8 does not provide a reasonable balance requested by various user groups, most especially those 
that reside or have businesses near the National Forest 

Alternative 8 poorly addresses the needs of the forest 

We believe your proposed alternative for the GWNF represents a divergence from responsible management 

lt is the duty ofthe Forest Service to manage these valuable hardwoods to provide the maximum in beneflts for 
today's users, and to perpetuate undiminished all the values and uses for future generations. 

Letter 2886 

Letter 2907 

Letter 2914 

Letter 3489 
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Letter 3489 

Letter 3622 

Letter 36M) 

Letter 3bBt 

Letter 3729 

Letter 3730 

Letter 3747 

Letter 3814 

Letter 3816 

Letter 3833 

Letters 3808,3865 

Letter 3898 

Letter 3919 

Letter 3939 

Letter 3952 

Letter 3952 

Letter 3974 

Letter 4060 

Letter 4069 

Response 

The pian seems to have no relationship to what the Forest Service presented to commdlees as good multiple 
use management over a twelve year period 

I don't like your choice of Alternatwe 8 as the preferred alternative This pian has a lot for a few and imie for the 
rest of we tax paying Americans I am concerned about any organizatron that runs entireby on pollflcs. You can't 
manege a natural resource by counting votes 

First, you have to put people back into the equation Not realistic to discourage use or to limlt use 

The choice of Alternative 8 as the preferred Management Plan must be the result of a system completely out of 
control. 

Your choice of AN. 8 is not responsive to long-term National needs. 

Your proposed alternative represents a divergence from responsible management 

Alternative #8 Is an abdication of the responslbillty of the federal government to protect the timber resources, 
the natural beauty and the people of our state in managing the portion ofthe National Forest which lies in West 
Virginia 

I do not believe that Alternative 8 is In the best Interests of elther the forest itself or the people living and working 
in this part of the state 

This is not e management plan, not even a maintenance pian This Is a preservation pian. It 1s a plan that wastes 
a renewable resource that could be used to create jobs in a depressed region of the country. 

Alternatwe #8 de-emphasizes the economic potential of the forest. 

Alternative 8, the U S  Forest Service preferred alternative isthe least desirable of ell t 3  alternatives considered 
d these forests are to serve the best interests of all of the people 

The Forest Service is now managed by avocel segment of our population that cares lmle of sikics, true diverstly, 
and conservation. Alternative 8 supports all of these notions. 

I believe that the federal government must provide a balance between competing interest in utilization of our 
natural resources. In comparing Alternative No 8 to No 12 It is very apparent that this balance has not been 
achieved by Alternative No. 8. 

Alternative 8 appears to be a major step back in history in the management of this National Forest. It appears 
to be the management mode of the 19M's and 1930's lt is not a muitipieuse mode of management as stated 
In the Draft Pian but a 'protection - custodial' mode of management. 

The acceptance of Alternative 8 would, I think, abrogate responsible stewardship of public resources. This 
alternative will change e productive. working forest into a park for the privileged few who have time and money 
to watch It grow old It will gradually become more unlform, less productive and of interest to few people 

Considering a holistic, multiple beneflt and diverslty enhancement combined with the basic biology of plants 
and animals, lt seems that at least three other alternatives (5, 12, and 14) would serve the public and the 
resource far better than Alternative 6 

I am opposed to Alternative 8 I think the special interest groups are being catered to by the Forest Service in 
this Alternative 

Alternative 8 is the least desirable because lf would result in less managed use of the Forest with undesirable 
results for wildlde and timber management 

Alternative 8 does not meet the needs of the majority of people 

The Forest Service is finding that people want and need a widervariety of uses, values, produck and condlfions 
from the Forest than in the past Not everyone agrees that the agency should respond to ail of these needs and 
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Letter 382 

Resmnse 

wants The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced 
against the needs and values which are foregone wlth such development 

Alternative 8 severely restricts clearcutting, even though this Is usually the optimum method for regenerating our 
oak forests (as stated in the previous plan). 

The 1986 Forest Plan did not mest the legal requirement of identtffing clearcutting as the optimum method As 
discussed in AppendnA of the FEIS, the determination of optimaliQ must be based on slte-specific analysis and 
disclosure lt Is Incorrect to assume that clearcutting is generally the ommum method. Such determination 
depends upon the resource objectives of a given management area. 

Letter 325 

Letter 488 

Under alternative eight, millions of dollars of timber will be lost to Gypsy Moth, biological diversity will be 
sacdiced, and people will be sacrdiced, i e , reduction-in-foroe, for a visionary Fuiure that Flies In the Face of the 
Forest Service's own analysis of trends 

I oppose AH. 8. I feel that Is not in the best interest of the public as far as mgi. of the forest is concerned: ltwill 
not fight the gypmo problem, It will result in loss of lobs in a depressed economy: the 1058 of jobs will lower the 
tax base in the area, which will in turn lower the amount of money going into the school system This will harm 
the future education of our children 

Letter 489 Oppose the use of Alternative8 ltsatisfies alimtted number of usergroups The number of campgrounds, areas 
designated for the use of all-terrain vehicles, hunting, fishing, and other outdoor activtties appear to be limited 
There Is a lower allowable cut of timber under this Alternative. With this reduction would come the loss of many 
lobs and the closing of businesses Wtth the lost jobs and industry, the tax base obiainedfromthe sale of timber 
would effect the local economies, schools, and social programs in these areas. 

I oppose Alternative X8 Alternative #8 does not cover enough protection agalnst Gypsy Moths and actually 
weakens the National Forest environment Alternative #8 will hurt the local economy 

Letter 509 

Letters 510,2678, 2714, 2733,2907, 3576, 3579 
Alternative 8 poorly addresses the needs of the forest. Timber harvest volume 1s drastlcally reduced at a time 
when it should be increased to provide gypmo-resistant oak reproduction Reduced harvest volume will also 
result In a loss of 67 jobs when unemployment continues to increase in the reglon Access to the forest 1s 
reduced when our population is aging Food available for game animals will decreade when population levels 
are at capacity levels Wilderness acreage will Increase when existing areas have proven thelr worthlessness. 

Letter 511 

Letter 534 

Letter 549 

Letter 557 

Letter 708 

Letier 750 

Lener 860 

I oppose the selection of Alternative 8 it will not manage the gypsy moth infestation. This Alternative will also 
ellminate much needed jobs in this depressed economy. 

I am opposing Alternative #8 because lt will eliminate jobs, wildlde, and by not taking care of woods will cause 
the Gypsy Moth to run wild. 

I" voicing my concern in this letter about Alternative #8 it has no gypsy moth control, jobs will be lost, wildlie 
wlll suffer 

I oppose Alternative 8 for the reason, if you don't cut some of the bad timber out and keep the gypsy moth from 
d i n g  the trees you will not have a forest. 

Alternative 8 is not desirable. The jobs lost, ignoring silvlcunural control (gypsy moth) decline of harvestable 
acreage, and timber stand management practices described by selecting Alternative 8 make Imie sense to me, 
a forester by education 

I am strongly opposed to Alternative #8 Alternative #8would have a negative impact on the health of the forest, 
the wildlde population, as well as the tlmber industry. 

I am writing to express my extreme disappointment with the FS choice of An 8 as the most suitable plan for mgi 
of the GWNF. The Draft Plan -fails to provide adequate wildlife habltat due to reduced age class distribution: 
reduces total employment by 21 jobs according to FS figures I believe this figure underestimates the actual 
effect on the employment piciure of a rural area, reduces distribution of receipts to counties by $69,oM); fails 
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to meet current demand for Umber This plan only meets 59% of current demand, fallsto provide an aggresslve 
gypsy moth control plan. A large percentage of the Forest will have no control measures available. reduces 
public access to a large portion of the Forest by recommending more wilderness and creating the new 
deslgnatlon 'remote highlands' which 1s useful to only a tiny fraction of our population: Increases total budget 
to 18 898 million dollars while decreaslng overall benefits to society. Our NF's ere to be managed for muttiple 
use benefits. I believe that en aR which addresses multlple use In a much more comprehensive manner can be 
developed. 

AR 8's adoption will likely lead to needless destruction of the forest resource. lt could deny legitimate economic 
and resource mgt  needs to harvesttlmber Most pernlclous would be the refusal to treat acreage infested by 
the gypsy moth This could lead to ma8shre timber 1088 and fundamental alteration of the natlve forest wlo 
justification. 

Aiternatwe Plan X8 would cut out jobs and would not be In the best Interest of the area or community. Timber 
will be lost In quallty, will be reduced for the gypsy moth damage Is Ignored, and timber Is not harvested soon 
after the damage. 

AR 8 Is not a multiple use plan for ourforests. Timber m g t  provides benefits for ell forest users. Access. habltat 
Improvement, vigorous healthy stands of trees are afew benefits on top of the jobs created by harvesting. Your 
preferred eit. only considers 24% of the forest sultable for mgt Current mgt conslders 69% suitable. a figure 
I presumed was too low This 1s not muklple use mgmt and does harm to a11 forest users 

A projection of 40 million bd ft peryear Is adjudgedto bethe Ideal production figure; about38 million is currently 
belng cut, and the 'new' plan calls for about 25 million. hardly heeding the economic Indicators developed for 
maximum profltluse ofthe forest The entire processseems to caterto asmall butvociferous mlnoritylntheform 
of the Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club, and other similar groups It is also Ironic that, In their zeal to effect 
the construction of fewer roads In the forest, the 'new' plan they so heartily endorse would actually result In 
MORE roads belng build than under existing plans. I would like to respedfuliy request that the FS carefully 
reconslder this proposed 'new' plan. it will not be good for people, birds, animals, or trees 

Alternative 8 decreases jobs, Increases costs, reduces productivity, and decreases benefits to the largest 
portion of society. 

Ait. Plan 8 will allow gypmo to kill 25% to 3wb of the NF That will reduce oak and most producing trees, which 
in turn wlll have a long range negative Impact on game species, such as deer, turkey, grouse, and squirrel Alt. 
Plan 8 will reduce employment In a rural area which Is heavily dependent on the forest. AN. Plan 8 will reduce 
timber harvesting levels thatwlll adversely Impact critical habitat for grouse. deer, and turkey Please reconslder 
your proposal of Alt. Plan 8 

I am writing to voice my opposttlon to an. 8 of the LMP for the GWNF. The control of gypmo will be Impossible 
with an. 8. The use of ORVs will be severely limited by selection of Ah 8 

Because of the loss of valuable timber, habitat and feed for wildide, erosion, etc , it would be a sad mistake to 
approve A& 6 for the GWNF. Be adamantly opposed to AM. 8. 

Ai l  8 would harm both the ecology of the forest and our already poor economy. 

I need not elaborate that less than 2/3 of existing timber demand would be met under An. 8; that jobs would be 
lost: that new jobs created as a resuit of adoption of Alt. 8 would likely be seasonal, that many non-timber 
enterprises would be Impacted: that wildlife In general would be discriminated against and that the preserva- 
tlonlsts would move on to further conquests. I bellevethat AH. 8 Is seriously flawed, both as to long-term strategy 
and short-term tactics 

I am opposed to the Forest Service preferred Alternative 8. Alternative 8 will drastically reduce the available 
timber harvest, put 67 people out of work, reduce payments to counties and set aside vast acreages to meet 
some vague and unldenttfled need for Remote Highlands. 

Letter 941 

Letter 984 

Letter 1057 

Letter 1 163 

Letter 1253 

Letter 1374 

Letter 1431 

Letter 1433 

Letter 1441 

Letter 1446 

Letter 1543 

Letter 1832 Alt. 8 1s designed to cater to one special Interest group end Is not designated to best serve all taxpayers, Is not 
considering long term wlldide habitat or economic Impact on the area by reducing proper timber mgt end 
harvest 
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Letter 1840 

Letter 1844 

Letter 1914 

Letter EOW 

Letter 3955 

Letter 2161 

Letter 2188 

Letter 2192 

Letter 2193 

Letter 2195 

Letter 2197 

AM. 8 is a poor selection as it does not adequately protect the forest from the exotic gypmo nor does It allow 
sufficient timber harvesting in a rural area dependent upon the forest resource 

We feel that Att 8 would impose a much more detrimental effect on wildlife, as well as the citizens who thlize 
the Forest for their lweilhood or recreation. 

I disagree wlth Ait 8. it wastes taxpayers money and would cause a reduction in jobs, especially for the timber 
industry it would neglect wildlife populations beoause of the reduction of age class distribution overthe Forest 

Aiternatwe 8 does not appear to support the intent of the system and obviously will have w e r e  negative 
outcomesfor game specles such ss deer, turkey, grouse, and squirrel, reduced employment In a rural area, and 
reduced timber harvesting levels and that will adversely impact ontical habitat for grouse, deer, and turkey. 

A k  8 does not allow you, the professionals, enough latitude to be able to utllize all of the research or the tools 
at your disposal Nor does it meet the projected demand for timber In the year xxx)  or allow you to actwely 
practice forestry on over 75% of the Forest 

Ait 8 will provide lmle for wildlife, an ugly overmature forest and possibly the end of my company. 

Alt 8 is not anywhere close to a multiple use an Alt 8 hardly even mentions gypmo control With only 24% 
sutable for timber production, wildlife populations will suffer 

Ait 8 wants to preserve biological diversrly at the expense of jobs, money to counties, wildlife benefits from 
timber sales, taxpayer money to implement the sit., and reducing timber supply I am not in favor of this. 

I am appalled that you chose Ait. 8 Alt 8 wants to reduce the federal timber supply and money to counties for 
schools This ah will cost the taxpayers even more and essentially destroy our oak component in the forest 
Where Is the future timber supply coming from? It sure won't come from private Individuals who probably only 
own 5-10 ac with a house in the middle of it I want some clearcutting to promote habitat for deer and turkeys. 
Let's do more than 300 lousy acres Don't even try those group selections Do you want to add to the below-cosi 
issue? 

I am not in favor of alt 8. Ah. 8 wants to lower the timber harvest, reduce timber acreage, reduce jobs, add more 
land to wilderness, and doesn't plan for much acreage treated for the gypmo 

To ma, Ab. 8 wants to do everything I" against I" against cming back the amount of timber sales, adding 
any more wilderness or remote highland roadless areas, only allowing 21% of the forest for timber productlon, 
almost eliminating clearcutling, using only 39% of the forest for wildlife mgmt. emphasis, only trying to protect 
half the forest from the gypsy moth, the loss of 21 direct Jobs and 67 direct timber jobs and costing taxpayers 
more money to implement this an 

Letters 2194, 2199 
I oppose Alternative 8 This plan was written for the non-user Jobs, access, habitat improvement, vigorous 
healthy stands of trees are a few benefits on top of the jobs created by harvesting Alternative 8 only considers 
24% of the forest suitable for Umber management 

Ait 8 does not reflect multiple use and net public benefit. Let's not ruin the economy of the area for sensitive 
species that can be protected in other ways Forget about these large vast areas classlfied as wilderness or 
remote highland areas. 

Ait 8will allow gypmoto destroy large areas of the Forest, will reduce wildllfe habitat and have an adverse effect 
on employment in an area heavily dependent upon the Forest 

I oppose Alt. 8 Ait 8will allow extensive gypmo kill and reduce employment in local forest-dependent industries 

AR 8 will have a negative impact on game species, reduce employment and reduce timber harvesting levels 

Letter 2208 

Letter 2217 

Letter 2219 

Letter 223E 

Lelters 2309,2878,3612 
Alternative #8 does not adequately address the management of the Forest's true renewable resource - timber 
The large reduction of acres suitable for timber production is inappropriate All uses are not excluswe with 
regard to acreage Integration of activities should be pursued The greatly reduced allowable sale quantrly does 
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Letter 231 2 

Letter 2314 

Letter 2491 

Letter 2494 

Letter 2504 

Letter 2535 

Letter 2537 

Letter 2538 

Letter 2540 

Letter 2544 

Letter 2635 

Letter 2743 

not adequateiy meet the existlng Umber demand and causes laas of jobs. Alternative #8 also fails to allow lor 
proper treatment of the Gypsy Moth 

I am opposed10 Alternative #8. I do not believelhatltadequaieiy representsthelssueolprovlding acontlnuous 
supply 01 tlmber or gypsy moth protection of the forest Alternative 8 would allow many thousands of acres of 
timber to be killed by the gypsy moih wlth no attempt at preventing the damage. Alternative 8 also reduces to 
an unrealistically low level the number of acres available forthe timber harvest. Such policies will have avely 
adverse affect on both the GWNF and the economy 01 the area 

After hearing about the Forest Services support of Anernalive 8 I can no longer remrun pari of the sllenl majorky 
I believe Congress directed the National Forest to be a MultlpleUse forest The reduction 01 timber cuiilng 
would not only affect local economy but would take away a very sffective wildlrfe management tool. H would also 
reduce the number of roads available for fire suppression and other land management operations. 

I do NOT supportAlt8 as proposed by the FS The agency needs to reconsider the amount of acreage classified 
as Remote Highlands An 8 ldentrfiies 178,166 ac as *Remote Highlands' and are unsuitable for limber produc- 
tion Mgt for these ereas are 'de-facto' wilderness and the agency should not take on such actions. AN 8 
decreases total employment 

Alternative 8 does not provide suHeble amount 01 timber production I believe more land needs treatment lor 
gypsy moth than Alternative 8 provides 

Some very Important points are. the loss 01 21 jobs, over 800,ooO acres preserved for overmature forest, which 
most of that acreage will be destroyed by the Gypsy Moth because your hands-off polioy (you will not be 
spraying these areas) This will have long range negative impact on game species, such as deer, turkey, grouse, 
and squirrels 

Biological Implications of Alternative 8 virtually eliminates clearcutting from the silv#culturist's tool chest, 
threatens biological diversity In the forest through harvest minimization: neglects many wlldlrfe populations due 
to poor age class distributions likely to result in many portions of the Forest, and essentially ignores silvlcultural 
control of the gypsy moth 

I find [Alternative 81 inferior In many key areas Only 59 percent of the existing timber demand will be met 87 
directhmber industr/jobs will be lost Age class dlstnbution will continue to worsen 252,000 acres will become 
defacto wilderness 

Alternative 8 would cause a reduction in jobs wlthin the timber Industly [and] would adversely effect wlldllfe 
populations because of poor age class distnbution over a high percentage of the forest Gypsy Moth control 
would be hampered because of the lack of clearcutting as a control method. Less acreage would be provided 
for the protection, management and use of the Appalachian Trail and Scenic and Recreational Rivers. n is very 
bad for cash flow because it virtually eliminates clearcutting. the most economical and cost-effective method of 
harvesting. 

Alternative 8 Is inferior Only 59% of the existing timber demand will be met 67 direct timber industry jobs will 
be lost. Age class distribution will continue to worsen 252,000 acres will become defacto wilderness This Is a 
preservation plan that wasies a renewable resource that could be used to create jobs in a depressed region of 
the countly. 

It 1s a gross wasteto let Gypsy Moth destroy one 01 our natural resources Timber can be harvested along wlth 
making wildlife habltat better for many game species Also, timber harvesting done properly should not affect 
recreation To reduce timber harvesting levels would also affect many jobs which depend on timber operations 
To waste timber (which can be money) for recreation, wildlde, or by Gypsy Moth mortalky 1s wrong to me 

Although there are many aspects of alternative 8 that concern me, none are of greater slgndicance than Its 
decreasing recognition of the forest's responsibllkyto markettimber. 11s reluctance to deal effectively wIth gypsy 
moth: and Its 'hands of? approach to much of the forest that will result in loss 01 much of Its biologlcal diversky. 

Your Ah. 8 plan l o  allow Gypmoto kill 25% to 33% of our forest. Is not only unnecessaly but totally absurd. This 
proposed new mgmt will only have a negative impact on our wildlde and timber harvest and the people who 
depend on timber harvest lor employment 
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Letter 2831 

Letter 2841 

Letter 3440 

Letters 3585.3816 

Letter 3639 

Letter 3681 

Letter 3689 

Letter 3780 

Letter 3837 

Letter 3904 

Letter 3914 

Letter 3950 

Letter 3951 

Letter 3963 

Alternative 8 is inferior Only 59 percent of the existing timber demand will be met Jobs will be lost Age 01888 
distribution will continue to worsen We surely don't need 252.000 acres of more wilderness. 

Alternative 6 will have a severe detrimental impact on the hardwoods, reduce employment in these rural areas, 
and have a long-range negative impact on game species such as deer, turkey, grouse and squirrel 

The preferred anematwe #B would allow roadbuilding, clearcutting and road reconstruohon on the forest This 
is unacceptable. The below-cost timber sales that are part of Alternatwe X8 will cost taxpayers over a million 
dollars a year Its emphasis on even-aged timbering will adversely affect forest biodhrersay 

After reviewing Alternative 8, I find it inferior in many key areas Only 59 percent of the existing tlmber demand 
will be met 67 direct timber Industry jobs will be lost. Age class distribution will continue to worsen. 252,000 
acres will be come defactowilderness lt is a plan that wastes a renewable resource that could be used to create 
jobs In a depressed region of the country d 

I do not like nor can I accept Alternative 8 Remote Highlands need to be dropped altogether, sultable acres 
need to  be raised by at least afactor of 2, and proposed timber harvest levels should be almost twice as hlgh 
as proposed 

Alternative 8 does not balance the multiple-use needs of the Forest nor does It maximize net benefits. There are 
more than 259,000 acres (24%) of a forest the size of the George Washington that are sultable for timber 
production An annual timber Allowable Sale Quanttty of 27 million feet cannot be considered adequate to 
provide a reasonable supply oftimber in an areawherethe main source of employment is In the timber Industry. 
A meager ASQ with only 300 acres of clearcuts cannot provide enough habbt manipulation for proper wildllfe 
management The threat of Gypsy Moth devastation is real and must be dealtwith There must be some concern 
that mortalny (and growul) far exceed harvest and that our renewable natural resources are being wasted There 
mud be some concern that If sources of revenue continue to decrease the USFS will put a huge burden on an 
already bloated Federal debt The GWNF has not changed dramatically since the original draft management 
plan was released in 1987, yet the proposals set forth in Alternative 8 have changed drastically. 

Alternative 8 provides for approximately 650,000 acres of 'de facto' wilderness on a 1 .I million acre forest1 This 
is ludicrous. Even more ludicrous is the 60,000 acres to be managed for timber productlon?ll Come on there's 
more 'suitable' lands for economic timber sales 

My family depends on timber management and hawesting to suwive. Alternative 8 plans to cut back on the 
amount of timber to be managed making lt hard on us to keep work My family also hunts and feels that more 
land should be managed for wildlde than Just 6% I pay taxes and therefore will be affected by the cost that 
Alternative 6 will require. 

Alt 8 is inherently flawed. The Issue of biological diverstty is not approprlately addressed lt creates an unstable 
local economy It increases the road network, which will result in more loss of biodiversity It is a disgrace 

We OPPOSE ALTERNATIVE 8 because It would cause a reduction In jobs, the cost to manage the forest would 
be a lot more expensive, the management under ALTERNATIVE 8 will cause a deterioration of the resources on 
the forest and cost the taxpayer a lot more money 

Alternative 8 will not properly manage the natural resources of the George Washington National Forest and will 
subject It to the ravages of the Gypsy moth 

I feel Ak 8 goes too far. allows too IrUle flexlbiltty, and is too narrow in focus ASQ Is too low, sutable acres are 
too few, clearcutting Is under-utilized, Remote Highlands designation has too many acres, too few acres are 
allowed for mgt of the gypmo, and cumulative impacts to the local economies and the future Forest Is all but 
ignored 

Alternative 8, d implemented, will have a significant impact on the local counties and the natural resources of 
the area 

The Recorder, 27 Mar 1992 'Alternative 8 gives no consideration to people who sell logging equipment, 
gasoline, or people at Westvaco ' Neither does It address the problem of gypsy moth 
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Letter 3975 Anernalive #8 would adversely Impact employment and wildllfe habitat R would further restrict the prcgram to 
kill Gypsy Moth 

Letter 3994 

Letter 4W4 

Letter 4257 

L&er 4267 

Response 

Letter 869 

Letter 972 

Letter 1259 

Letter 1262 

R would reduce employment in rural areas already hard hit wrth today's bad economy and who are dependent 
upon the forest for jobs R would allow gypsy moth to kill 2530% of the national forest which In tum would 
reduce oak and other mast producing treeswhich would inturn have a long range negative impact upon wildlife 
species natrve to that habltat. 

An. 8 reduces the number of jobs available, reduces money to counties, n Increases the Forest budget and 
leaves large acres of the forest open for devast&on from the gypmo. 

Organic Act of 1987 [sic] says that the primary purpose of the NFs Is '..to furnish a continuous supply of Ilmber 
for the use of the citizens of the Unlted states.' Contrary to the Act, An. 8 designates that 80 % or Bw,OOO ac 
be preserved as an overmature forestwith ltlle or novegetative mgl The resuits of this action will be detrimental 
to a variety of wildllfe and also could create a greater potential for fire as these overmature trees begin to die 
and decay 

Ah. 8 does not support the intent of the system and obviously will have severe negative outcomes for game 
species such as deer, turkey, grouse and squirrel, reduced employment In a rural area, and reduced timber 
harvesting levels that will adversely impact critical habitat for grouse, deer, and turkey 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will document the rationale forthe decision of which 
anernative will serve as the Revised Plan Points raised in opposition to the Forest Service preferred alternative 
will be considered where such pol& are substantiated by the analysis and disclosure in the FEIS The specific 
points raised In this comment are addressed in the responses to other comments in this appendix. 

Currently I feel that the proposed pian does not put enough restrictions on logging, clearcutting, watershed 
protection and the amount of access by ATV users 

The draft plan has several slgndicant flaws. There are inadequate wilderness recommendations, too many mile8 
of unnecessary mads, improper expansion of incompatible off-road vehicle use and deflclent streamside 
protection Also, the plan fells short of Incorporation adequate protection for non-game species 

An. 8 has many serious flaws which render It totally unacceptable Among these are entirely too many new 
proposed roads, lack of riparian buffer areas, excessive emphasis of ATV use, excessive tlmberlng, and 
Insufficient proposed wilderness areas. 

I have to voice my obiection to the proposed An. 8 plan This plan does nothing to promote wilderness areas 
in the form of acres needed to maintain a habltat for wlldlfe. The timber cutting should be restricted Io 1/4 to 
1/2 mile of existing roadways. No new roads should be constructed. Existing roads total close to 5ooo miles as 
it Is A buffer zone of 75' to too' should be required on each side of a stream, with no timber cutting. Regardlng 
ANs, they are Incompatible Io any NF and should be banned entirely 

The current drafi plan forthe GWNF Includes significant flaws This flawed plan includes expansion of A N  use, 
construction of 2W miles of new roads for only the first decade. varlablcsized riparian areas with secalled 
llmlted timber harvesting allowed, and inadequate wilderness designation 

The recommendations for wilderness designation are Inadequate 01 26 roadless areas with a total area of 
a , o o O  ac, only 3 with less than 12,030 ac are recommended At a minimum, Little River, Ramsey's Draft Add, 
Mt. Pleasant. Skldmore Fk and Laurel Fk should be added I would like to see all existing ATVtralis closed (and 
no new ones opened). it Is Inappropriate for horses to share trails wlth hikers They cut up the trail too much 
end make it too muddy. No new roads should be constructed There are already too many roads (4,200 miles) 
In the Forest. Timber mgt. should move away from cutting for pulpwood to higher quality timber - this Implies 
longer growth cycles. 

The FS's preferred an #8 falls well short of adequately managing the Forest In the long term. The synopsis of 
An. 8 is extremely misleading. This proposed plan DOES NOT place emphasis on biological values. Attempting 
to sell the plan In this fashion Is dishonest, The recommendations for wilderness are far too meager to protect 
biological values The habitats emphasized for black bear, turkey, deer, and grouse are thinly veiled disguises 
to allow timber harvesting on a sizable portion of the Forest 

Letter 1330 

Lener 15% 

Letter 3812 

I - 601 Opposltlon lo the Preferred Alternolive 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 



Letter 3980 The draft plan flaws. Problems include inadequate wilderness recommendations, miles of unnecessary new 
roads, timber halvest in the name of Wilderness (game) managemefl expansion of off-roed motor vehicle use 
(mainly ATVs), and deficient streamside protection. 

Alternatives 11 and 13 have been formulated by the ID Team to address these concerns. They were formulated 
to respond to concerns from individuals and organizations that Alternative 8 needed adjustments to M e r  
respond to biological issues 

Response 

Letter 1304 Alternative 8 calls for 79 percent of the GWNF to be classiiied as unsultable for timber This is contrary to what 
VFA promotes to our landowners as multipleuse The management practices outlined in Alternative 8 do not 
allow the flexibillty necessary to enhance our future forest 

There seems to be an impression that muniple use management requlres that lands be suitable for timber 
production This 1s a mislnterpretation of the Multiple Use - Sustained Weld Act Lands not suitable for timber 
production are not 'single use management' any more than lands suitable for timber production are 

Response 

Letters 490,2587,3978 .~ 
Aner studylng the A b  and the GWNF ltself, we find that Draft Alt 8 is too narrow in focus 

Letters 510,2378 

Letter 724 

Letter 1311 

Letter 3926 

Letter 4006 

Letter 4017 

Letter 4W2 

Letter 42722 

Response 

Letter 178 

Response 

Alt 8 poorly addresses the needs of the forest 

I am opposed to Alt 8 because n does not follow good common sense guidelines in respect to forest mgt 

Alt. X8 would have a crlcal impact on the NF 

Alternative 8 doesn't reflect a real plan for the GW 

AIL 8 Is not In the best interest of the Forest or the people 

We do not feel that An. 8 is desirable 

Ah. 8 would have a negative impact on the role the land would play which surround QWNF. 

Your IC-year plan is hardly worthy of consideration 

The Forest Sewice is finding that people want and need a wlder variety of uses, values, products, and 
conditions from the Forest than in the past Not everyone agrees that the agency should respond to all of these 
needs and wants. The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must 
be balanced against the needs and values which are foregone wlth such development 

My appeal then is to you That you will make the wise choice for the forest, not one based on expediency 

Although public comment is one of the factors which influence the decision of which alternative will be the 
Revised Plan, other factors such as national and regional policy and the analysis of resource opportunities also 
play e role. 

Letter 2816 

Response 

Annual clearcut acres are reduced from 4,555 to only 3W. This makes Alternetwe 8 one of the wont alternatives 
wlth regard to a cash-flow 

Alternative 8A has been formulated so that It affords a better cash flow when compared wlth other alternatives 
wlthout increasing the amount of clearcutting 
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Letter 2714 Anernative 8 poorly addresses the needs of the forest 

Letter 4.230 

Response 

The Draft Proposal Is stupid and done wlthout any real though to wildllfe or nature 

The Revised Plan was formulated to provide the appropflate mhtura of uses, values, sewlces and conditions 
l o  meet the needs and wants of the public. The Forest Service will be using ecosystem management as iha 
means to provide these muniple uses This ecological approach necessliates careful thou& on the effects of 
all management practices on nature 

Letter 3964 

Letter 3964 

Response 

Letter 73 

Response 

Letter 2059 

Response 

Letter 167 

Letter 935 

Letter 2387 

Letter 2616 

Letter 2926 

Letter 3728 

Response 

(Daily News-Record), The plan is 'an ecological travesty of misinformation and manipu1ation:The EIS 'Ignores 
the most basic scienMic principles of ecology and falls short of meeting Ihe biological requirements of a healthy 
forest ecosystem " according to M I P A W  

(Washington Po&) 'AFMG said the plan Is aimed more at placating the public than encouraging efficient use 
of natural resources' 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED. 

The direciion of the new plan seems to fly in the face of all that a forest manager would deem necessary in 
proper forest management 

In establishing management direction on the Forest to emphasize a ddferent mixture of uses, values. products 
and condltions than in the past, Anernative 8A does not allocate ddferent parts of the Forest to dtlferent 
management areas based striciiy on silvicultural priorlties nor by the desired future condition as defined by a 
forester 

I think An 8 would be a great loss for a lot of people 

The analysis performed by the ID Team and documented in Chapter 3 of the FElS does not support this 
conclusion 

The Draft Land Management Plan does not 'Maximize Public Benafhs' for the impact zone of the George 
Washington National Forest for the planned period (1015 years)). 

The present Draft Plan does not 'Maximize Public Benefits' in the selection of Management direction for the 
George Washington National Forest 

The present Draft Plan does not 'Maximize Public Benefits'. 

Alternative 8 does not balancethe multiplause needs ofthe forest, It does not maximlze net public benefits, and 
It does not best accomplish the mission of the Forest Service 

Alternative 8 is clearly weighted towards non-timber uses to the detriment of the importent benefits of mainiain- 
ing a reasonable timber sale program Forest Service projection for timber demand is 45 5 million board feet. 
ARernative 6 falls well short of meeting this demand wlth only 27 million board feet ARernaWe 12 exceeds the 
projected demand for limber. 

li Is apparent that the revised plan for the Forest Is beyond the mainstream of public opinion and pewerts the 
National Forest Planning process to produce a revised plan that Is anti-management 

The identdication of the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts requires a careful balancing of the 
opportunrties to provide ddferent uses, producis and conditions and public values in a manner that 1s sensltlve 
to negative effecis on the environment, to issues raised by the public, and to agency policies and priornles. 
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Leuer 325 

Letter 1298 

Letter 1544 

Latlers 2741 I 2746 

Letter 3489 

Letter 3734 

Letter 3793 

Letter 3822 

Response 

Dlfferent individuals. organizations, corporations and agencies place ddferent relative weights on the impor- 
tance of providing dlfferent uses, values, products and conditions. This fact results in major disagreements over 
which alternative should be selected as the Revised Plan. 

Alternative 0A was developed to respond to a wider array of uses, values, products and condltions including 
amenity values and environmental services 

I believe alternative eight to be the le& desirable for the people and for the science and art of forestry 

We are opposed to Alternative 8 because it appears to promote land management based on emotion rather than 
scientdic principals 

Foresters and other professionals in the Forest Service should be given the liberty of practicing their various 
professions. The Forest Service has adequate checks and balances to see that the greatest benefit to the 
greatest number of people is achieved 

This plan seems10 be another preservation-type management decision of our federal government Do we have 
l o  preserve the National Forest too? Scenic highlands sounds like more bureaucratic terminology for preserva- 
tion Who will benefit from such designation. 

A few years ago when I received information that good professional management was being replaced by 
political management, I found it to be quite disturbing 

The greatesttragedy of the new proposed plan is that employees of the US Forest Service, serviceto which they 
have pledged their best effom, who have doctorate, masters, and bachelor degrees in Silva Culture, Biology. 
Economics, sic , with Civil Service grades to at least 16, will not be permrited to use their knowledge and other 
proven experiences in the best interests of a productive forest 

AM. 8 is a major step in reducing good forestry practices on our NF and I strongly oppose this ail 

I am not at all pleased with the selection of Akernative 8 I feel that the selection of this Ailernatwe was a 
semi-poldical decision in en effort to pecdy the preservation-oriented environmental community. Alternative 6 
ties the hands of your field foresters in the implementation of sound resource management practices 

The Revised Plan provides a framework for managing the Forest to achieve a wider array of uses, values, 
products. and conditions than in the past. Forest Service resource professionals will be applying the latest 
scientdic principles to ensure that management practices are applied in an ecologically-sensitive manner to 
meet the goals, objectives, end desired future condition of the Revised Plan. 

Letter 2664 

Response 

The VWTF strongly recommends that Alternative 8 be moddied toward the levels of Alternative 12, e.g. more 
clearcutting, higher ASQ, more suitable acres, more acres available for wildlife management work and lesa new 
road construction 

Such a drastic change in Alternative 8 would invalidate the major goals and objectives of this alternative. 
Alternative 12 was formulated to address these concerns If identdied as the alternative which maximizes net 
public benefits, then it will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve 86 the Revised Plan. 

Letter 9660 

Response 

We need silviculture to dictate management prescriptions Not politics 

The Forest will be managed by using the appropriate management practices to achieve the desired goals, 
oblectlves and future condnion described in the Revised Forest Plan Silvicukural practices are employed, In 
certain areas, to achieve these objectives These practices are NOT, however, applied for silvicultural purposes. 
Instead, the practices that best achieve the goals, objectives and desired future condition stated in the Revised 
Forest Plan are utilized. 
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Letter 171 

Response 

The 'preferred choice' is a deadduck (sorry, fowl language) 814'looks' better, but it, too fragments the Forest 

Alternative 8A, the Forest Service preferred allernalive, has a management area allocation based on sugges- 
tions In public comments and from district employees. Many of the allocations in Alternative 14 have been 
included In this aiternallve 

Letter 718 

Letter 942 

Letter 2348 

Letter 3645 

Letter 3842 

The development and use of our National Forest should be more carefully considered than what Alternatlve 8 
has to offer. 

An. 8 preferred by the USFS is the least desirable II our forests are to be used wisely and in a way to preserve 
them and seive nahlre conservancy goals 

This Alt 8 1s geared for the preservation, not the conservation and wise use of the forest. I totally disagree wlth 
an 8 

I believe Alternative 8 Is wrong and will not encourage the development end wise use of one of our most 
important renewable resources, our forest 

I am the owner of the North Fork Lumber Co in Goshen, VAS where timber is such a vital part of the economy. 
it is absolutely criiioal that we develop our renewable resources. An 8, the USFS preferred an, would seriously 
lnhiblt our ablllty l o  do this 

The degree that renewable resources are developed and 'wisely used' must be balanced against other 
legltimate needs and values which are foregone with such development In the record of decision for the FEIS, 
the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mlXture of uses. values. Droduots 
and services in the alternative l o  serve as the Revised Plan 

Letter 2547 

Response 

Aiternative 8 would cause a $69.000 loss in distribution of revenues to counties Alternative 12 provides a 
$70,000 gain l o  counties. We need the products, job, end revenues provided by the timber industry 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, counties receive funds from the Forest Service 25 Percent Fund and 
Payments-in-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILT). The 'Estimated Change in 25 Percent Fund' In Table 516 18 supplemented 
by corresponding changes In PILT Therefore, all of the aiternatlves should provide the same funding to the 
counties 

in light of this fact, a decision has been made to remove the 'Returns to Counties (M$)' in Table 1 (Page 9 of 
the DEIS) from the FEIS. The discussion under 'Money Returned to Counties' on pages 385 and 386 of the 
DEB has been supplemented in the FEIS to document this finding 

Letter 488 

Response 

The number of campgrounds, areas designated for the use of ANs,  hunting, fishing, and other outdoor 
activities appear to be limlted 

Alternative 8A has an ambnious program of construction and reconstruotlon of developed recreetion facilities. 
It also has a llmlted number of all-terrain vehicle routes This limitation on all-terrain vehicle opportunities is one 
of the trade-offs associated with selecting this alternative. 

As displayed in Table 3-41 of the FEIS, Aiternative 8A ranks fourth in providing habitat for black beer, third In 
providlng habitat for wild turkey, and filh in providing habitat for whlte-tailed deer 

Akernative 8A and most of the other alternatives offer similar amounts of quality fishing opportunlties 
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Letters 761, 1056, 1058, x)65 
'New Forestry' is your preferred alt and I don't like It 

Response 

Letter 1oM) 

Lmer 2627 

Letter 2892 

Leiier 3743 

Letter 3982 

Letter 3996 

Response 

The Forest Service preferred alternative should not be charactenzed as 'New Forestry'. although it does 
Incorporate a number of 'new penpectwes' such as moddled sheltetwood 

After careful review of the DElS and Draft Plan, the (Southem Timber Purohasers) Councll Cannot support the 
Forest Service's decision to adopt Alternative 8 as the 'Preferred Alternative' 

I am disturbed that Alternatwe 8 1s so grossly inadequate from both ecological and economical parspectlves 

I am in opposkion to much of the proposed for& plan I feel that the entire plan needs an overhaul 

After our evaluation of the Draft Plan as well as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, we cannot endorse 
Alternative 8. 

The selected Alternative IS unacceptable. 

The plan that you have proposed does not meet my needs for wildlde end wilderness conservation. 

Responses to speclfic comments concerning the inadequacy of Aiternatwe 8 are discussed under each speclfic 
comment 

Letter 1253 

Letter 3711 

Letter 3951 

Letter 4030 

Response 

The Draft Plan Increases the Total Budget to 18 898 million dollars while decreasing overall benefb to society. 

The budget in Alternative 8 is too high 

I find R hard to accept that this alternative [#e] will cost lwo million dollars more than an active management 
alternative. 

[Alternative 81 would return $78 million less to the U S Treasury than Alternative 12 

A common question that comes to most people's minds whenever something is proposed Is. 'How much Is this 
thing goingtocosPThe budgetinformation In FElSchapterZisintendedto highlightthemajorcostdlfferences 
between the alternatives In the DEB, the Forest did recognize that the preferred alternative had one of the 
highest budgets In this FEIS, the budge! has been updated to better reflect the money needed to Implement 
each alternative. 

The final deoision will consider the budget needed to Implement the Plan In the record of decision, the Regional 
Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mixlure of uses, values, products and services 
In the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan However, no single factor, such as the budget, will lead to this 
selection. 

The Forest will budget to implement the Revised Plan [I982 NFMA regulations at 36 CFR 219 IO@)]. Yearly. 
Forest budget proposals are aggregated nationwide by the Forest Service and submrtted to the President 
These proposals then become part of the President's budget request to Congress 

The Forest's annual budget, as authorized by Congress, may vary from that which is indicated In Plan Appendu 
F. The Plan will be monitoredto provide the qualily control necessaty to ensure R Is Implemented properly The 
Implementation Monitoring Summaty in the Plan's Chapter 4 provides for monrtoring the budget If annual 
budgets over time vary signlficantly from long-term direction. e Plan amendment may become necessary [36 
CFR 219 to@)] 

Chapter 4 of the Revised Pian also discusses yearly budget proposals Plan Appendix F displays the detailed 
budget Information needed yearly to achieve the Plan goals and objectives 
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Lener 558 

Response 

I am totally opposed to Alternative 8 because of the loss of revenue and fringe beneflts a well managed forest 
provides for all type spoltsmen and the lumber industry A forest sltting idle will soon deteriorate to the point 
where It will do no beneflt to anyone including the wildlde 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to provide a wide variety of usea, values. products and condltions Timber 
and habltat for a variety of wildlde species are provided, but they are balanced against other uses, values, 
products and condltions desired by the public 

Letter 2173 

Response 

Alternative 8 is geared for the preservation of the forest If we try to preserve the forest, there will be dead trees 
for my children. Trees are renewable 

In managing the Forest to achieve a wider array of uses. values, products and condltions than in the past the 
Forest Service has not abandoned its belief that timber and wildlde are renewable resources There are clearly 
circumstances, however, where timber and wildllfe management are inconsistent wlth achieving other desirable 
uses, values, products and condltions 

Letter 36M) 

Response 

Use the original conceptual plan as developed by VPI for management of the Scenlc By-Way If you don't, then 
I am against this project 

There has been only one concept plan developed by the Communlty Design Assistance Center of Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State Universlty lt went through several draft stages wlth minor changes made each 
time The concept has always been to optimize the scenic driving experience while providing interpretation of 
natural and cultural resources and the management of them This remains the emphasis in the finalized concept 
plan 

Lener 2558 

Response 

I protest the implementation of the proposed revisions. There must be more consideration given to an even- 
headed management of forest resources, especially in ways that will provide adequate food and cover for all 
wildlife species now found in the forest 

The distribution ofwell-balanced age classes provides the optimum habltat for many ofthe game species. While 
the Forest Service believes that providing habltat for these species remains important, they should not be 
emphasized on every acre across the entire Forest 

Analysis shows that most of the game species beneflt from a variety of habltats. not just early succesional 
stages Although only one-third of the Forest is suitable for timber production, this acreage is interspersed wlth 
acres unsultablefortimber production in ManagementAreas7, 10, 11,13,14,15,16 and 17 Non-timberwildlde 
management practices (such as prescribed burning. creation of waterholes and creation of wildlife openings) 
will enhance habltat for game species in these and adjacent management areas 

Letter 3849 

Lener 41 98 

Response 

The plan simply does not go far enough in protecting wilderness areas and effectively managing timber harvest 

Please consider a more environmentally friendly alternative 

Alternatives 3, 6, 9. 11 and 13 provide a more posltive response to these concerns that the Forest Service 
preferred alternative One of the alternatives will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve as the Revised 
Plan d It is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

Lener 3939 

Response 

Upon close examination of Alternative 6 It is very clear that making modifications to ltwould be Impossible and 
would only lead to the development of another new alternative and more confusion. Due to the flaws In 
Alternative 8 we must reject It and look for a better and more balanced alternative 

The many Individuals, organizations and agencies who commented on the Draft Revised Plan and DElS have 
philosophical differences on the management of the George Washington National Forest. Naturally, there are 
disagreements over the degree that any alternative is equltable to the interests and concerns of these lndividu- 
als, organizations and agencies 
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National and regional Forest S e ~ l c e  policy during the 90's has evolved to include a greater sensitivity for 
environmental concerns and a willingness to adjust priorities to ensure that National Forests are managed to 
provide values beyond the traditional goods and services offered in the past. 

Anernatlve 0A has been formulated to find the appropriate mixlure of uses, values, products and condlttons that 
will be provldedforthe nextten toflfteenyearsin light ofthe reaiizationthatpeoplewantandneedawlderarray 
of uses, values, products and conditions from the George Washington National Forest than in the past 

Letter 2032 

Response 

Letter 3815 

Response 

Alternative 8 is not a valid consideration, as It allows only five (5) riding areas [for ORVs 8 motorcycles] in a 1.3 
million acre forestii 

n is acknowledged that the Forest Service preferred alternative offers limited opportunkes for AN use. Thls is 
one of the trade-offs associated wlth the selection of this alternatbe as the Revised Plan 

Alternative 8 will not meet the demand of timber that is expected of the George Washington National Forest 

k is acknowledged that the Forest Service preferred alternative will not meet the anticipated demand for timber. 
This is one of the trade-offs associated with the selection of this alternative as the Revised Plan. 

Letter 862 

Response 

The advocacy of AItematNe 8 would seemto be a retreat from multipleuse pnnoiples and Indeed awrthdrawal 
of active management In general if as stated, 'Mast Forest visltors expect to see an essentially unbroken forest 
canopy.' then education should be a major part of the Plan rather than a retreat from forest management. it 
would seem that any area which Is visible from a faciilty, road, trail or river has been removed from the 
production of timber products. This is a huge sacrdice to ask of the counties which have lost part of their tax 
base, the industry that has come to rely on the resource, or the people whose lives will be altered by the lack 
of work 

There seems to be a misconception that muitiple use management requires that lands be sultable for timber 
production Thlri Is a misinterpretation of the Muliiple Use - Sustalned Weld Act Lands not sultabie for timber 
production are not 'single use management' any mcre than lands suitable for timber production are. Visual 
resource management does not preclude multiple use management 

A variety of management practices may occur in each of the four VQO classifications provided those practices 
are permmed within the specdic management area Whether for wildllfe habitat improvement, timber harvests, 
recreation or other resource management, these activities are carefully planned to meet the adopted VQO 

Another point which appears to need clardication is the amount of funding paid to counties As discussed In 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS, counties receive funds from the Forest Service 25 Percent Fund and Payment-in-Lieu-of- 
Taxes (PILT). The 'Estimated Change in 25 Percent Fund' in Table 316 is countered by corresponding changes 
in PILT Therefore, ail of the alternatives provide the same funding to the counties 

Letter 2254 

Response 

There Is something bad wrong wlth a plan that reduces the acreage suitable for timber production from 640,oOO 
acres in 1986 to 259,000 acres in 1992. When our local cltizens need employment and 'below-cost' sales have 
become a leading issue, why reduce the timber sales budget from 49 million board feet to 27 miliion~ 

The reduction was necessary to mset other multipleuse objectives as defined by the management areas 
allocated in Alternative 8A 

Letter 2369 

Response 

Alternative 8 is not only a waste of our natural resources, buf also an invltation to explolt the forest lands of 
third-world countries 

lt is outside the scope of the revision to address this concern. 

Opposnion to the Preferred Alternative 
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L&er 2607 

Response 

Trees need to be thinned and harvested to keep stands healthy. 

Several etternatives In the FElS provide for these acthrltles. 

Lener 2900 

Letter 3555 

R e S P O W  

Letier S 2 7  

Response 

Alternative 8 puts too much emphasls on timber cutting, game management, roadbuildlng and A N  use. I feel 
them 1s no need io  cut any tlmber In the QW National Forest or to build any more roads, Indeed they should 
close =me of the existing roads. We have enough deer In the E&, more emphasls needs to be placed on 
non-game management ANs  should not be allowed on national forest land They are totally lncompatlble wlth 
what a national forest should be. 

Alternathre 8 would only keep us cruising on the ugly road to a poorer, deader world, 

lt Is acknowledged that providing for biodiversity and large tracts of unfragmented, old growih habltat wlth an 
ecologlcal perspecthre towards management are some of the values that members of the public desire on the 
Forest. Alternative 3 was developed to explore the capeblilty of the Forest to provide these values wiuloui 
providing for other uses such as timber, developed recreation, or wlldlHe habitat Improvemenis 

The philosophy of ecosystem management espoused by Alternative 3 1s at odds wIth the national ecosystem 
management policy. The Forest Service does not manage ecosystems just for the sake of managing them or 
for some notion of Intrinsic ecosystem values. They are managed for s p e c k  purposes such as produclng, 
restoring, or sustaining certain ecological condltions, desired resource uses and products, vltal environmental 
S B N ~ C ~ S  end aesthetic, cultural or spirltuai values. 

Standards in the preferred alternative provide for maintenance or Improvement of water quality for all beneficla1 
uses, Insure that long-term so11 productivity is maintained. end require compliance wlth air quality regulations 

[Management according to Alternative 8 would result in further decreases In the blologlcal dlverslly of the area 
by] continuing below-cost sales of timber (every single planned timber sale on the GWNF will lose taxpayer's 
money). 

The Forest Service will use ecosystem management as the means to meat goals speclfled In the Revised Plan 
Ecosystem management Is the means to an end lt Is not the end Itself The Forest Service does not manage 
ecosystems just for the sake of managing them or for some notion of ininnsic ecosystem values. They are 
managed for specific purposes such as producing, restoring, or sustaining cerialn ecological conditions, 
desired resource uses and products, vltal environmental services, and aesthetic cultural or spirltual values For 
the Forest Service, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses, producte or 
services in ways that also sustain the diversity and productivity of ecosystems. 

This Is nelther product-oriented bias nor a nature-oriented bias In some places, the emphasis 1s on ecological 
condltions and environmental services in others, R is on resource products and uses Overall. the mandate 1s 
to protect environmental quailty whlle also produclng resources that people need. 

Taxes are used to have our national forests protected and managed for a mixture of multiple uses such as 
recreation, timber, water, wildllfe, etc Timber receipts and other revenues collected help to offset the expense 
of managing the National Forest System. There would not necessarily be a 'savings' d timber harvesting were 
eliminated 

Leiter 547 

Letier 551 

Response 

I oppose Alternative 8 because It provides less money for wildlife programs 

I oppose Alternative 8 because It would provide less money for wildllfe programs It would finally close the forest 
to the users of It. 

Alternatlve 8 substantially Increases the wildlife program over current management, and most alternatives 
developed. 

I - 609 Opposition to the Preferred Anerndive 
ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION 



Letter 2674 

Response 

The FS recommendation is totally inadequate to provide for recreational needs and biological dhremlty for an 
area wlthin close reach of northern VA and Washington, DG 

Oesplte 
the cnizens of northern Virginia and Washington D C 

size, the 1 1 million acre George Washington National Forest cannot possibly meet the needs of all 

Letter 4040 

Response 

Letter 3660 

Response 

The short rotations the forest will be on under #6 ere nelther sustainable or profltable 

Our analysis shows that rotations are sustainable as required by law Profltebillty IS not a major consideration 
in providing resources from the National Forests. 

You must mandate that wildllfe will get funding for habdat manipulation sales. 

This demand is beyond the scope of the revision 

Letter 3489 

Response 

i wish to point out that It was past management practices that brougm the George Washington National Forest 
to the condltion that we value so highly today. 

Many of the resource values and condltions on the Forest are a resuk of the vegetation aging from past 
management practices before the land became a national forest 

Letter 1854 

Response 

There can also be expected to be a decline in tourism as the forest quallty is lowered by Alternative 8, and a 
further erosion of interest and jobs 

The comment refers to the dlfferences between Akernatives 8 and 12 Realistically. tourism Is very likely not 
going to be affected one way or the other based on which of the two alternatives would be adopted The Forest 
quallty is not lower In one alternative as compared to the other There may be a dlfference in the forest canopy 
type, say from oak to maple, but the average tourist could not cere less about this Both akematives call for an 
increased developed recreation program 

Letter 3995 

Response 

The Organic Act of 1987 states that the National Forests' purpose is to furnish a continuous supply of timber 
Wlth Alternative 8, It does not look like this will happen 

Akhough the authorlty to cut timber (the Organic Act of 1897) was in plaoe when the Forest was chartered 
(1916), timber was not a driving force behind the creation of the Forest From The Lands Nobody Wanted' by 
Shands and Healy 'Land for these forests, which would later be combined to form the George Washington 
National Forest, was acquired by the authorlty of the Weeks Act In order to be considered, the land had to have 
a direct impact on a watershed ' And, paraphrased from 'Impacts of National Forests on the Forest Resources 
of the South' by Young and Mustian, This damage to the watersheds led to the creation of the Act of March 1, 
191 1 - most commonly known as the Weeks Act. This act helped solvetwo problems It allowed land which was 
under private ownership to be purchased by the government, It also gave the government the authorlty to 
acquire land specdically for the purpose of watershed protection Paraphrased from page 30, 'Origins of the 
National Forests'edited by Steen The first Weeks Law forest was established in 1916 Through 1923, ten more 
forests were established all justdied on their value as protectors of water flows in 1924, the Clarke McNary Act 
added 'the production of timber. as e purpose for forest acquisltion, thus permming the purchase of land 
beyond the headwaters of navigable streams 

Letter 3779 

Response 

An. 8 has an estimate of almost doubling the cumulative edge effect over Ai l  2 (noted as the current manage. 
ment direction into the future, p 4) from 4 2 to 7 8% 

The Forest Service recognizes that habitat created and affected by 'edge' is a beneflt for some species and a 
detriment to others The effect and creation of edge habitat has taken on recent signdicance wlth relation to 
those neotropical migratory bird species which rely on forest interior habltat for nesting The revised Plan 
provides large blocks of unfragmented forest habitat in Management Areas 4,5,6,8,9, 18.21, and portions of 
Management Areas 14 and 15 
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Letter 291 

Letter1153 

Letter 1278 

Letter 1279 

Letter 1337 

Letter 1408 

Letier 1549 

Letter 1551 

Letter 1563 

Letter 1670 

Letier 1670 

Letter 1854 

We cannot agree wrth the concluslon that Aiternatnre 8 is the properway to manage the GW for the nexi 10.15 
years We feel that Ahnative 8 will not provide adequate ear@ successional habRat especially in years wlth 
a partial ortotal mast failure (usually3outofevety 4years) Atternatbe8 andthe lack of clearcutting itpromotes, 
will not provide enough cover necessary for wildilte to escape predators andlor disturbance We are also 
concerned that Aiternatlve 8 will not protect our forest's oak component from devastation by the gypsy moth. 

I've looked at & commented upon a number of forest mgt. plans. Sadly, yours is one of the worst I have ever 
seen. The revised draft plan has made some progress toward ecologlcal heaith & suslalnabilky but it falls 
woefully short of these goals n is clear that the Forest Sewice continues to hide its real goals-timber mgt 8 
road building-behind a cloak of loaded language The revised draft for the GWNF fails to take an ecosystem 
approach toforestmgt ilconcealsthedeolmation offoresteoosystams through the practices of clearcutting and 
habltat enhancement by changlng theterms Rather than clearcuttingterms such ss 'shelterwood cuts', 'wildlde 
clearings' or 'group selection' are subslltuted Aftenng language does not aller the ugly realiiy af destruction 
that Is occurring In the GWNF H does not lessen the ecological Impact of sllvicuilural techniques that are as 
devastating &violent as clearcutting 

AN 8 is inadequate In many areas and refuses l o  recognize the most basic principles of ecology. Ait 8 puts no 
restriction on logging due to current gypsy moth defoliation and 'potential' areas of gypsy moth defoliation, thus 
leaving timber available for salvage sales I further object to clearcutting and sheiterwood cutting which In effect 
are the same as no designated areas are cited thus leaving the integrity of the forest et risk. There Is also no 
reason to increase the road system as this will disrupt the fragile wildlde habitat as d exists presently, and will 
lnvne more polluting cars and people to sensrtive areas Instead, increase the trail system which maintalns 
respect to the envlrcnment and encourages people to meet nature on nature's terms. I encourage you to 
increase the amount of acreage designated for wilderness AR 8 reselves t2,wO ac or less than 1% of the 
available land, raising the wildernessto only 4%, far below the 17% national average There is also no allocation 
for the restoration of damaged ecosystems 

I strongly oppose to AH #8 This would have a negative impact on game species such as deer, turkey, grouse 
and squirrel 

This plan seriously undermines the long-term health of the GWNF through 11s failure to uphold basic environ- 
menial protection standards In the process, the forest's potential status as a substantial wilderness area 1s being 
neglected Some of the most troubling elements The plan actually places no ceiling on logging; perm& road 
construction in 'roadless areas', posslbly removing them from future wilderness designation, only 3 of 27 
roadless areas inventories (12,wO ac total) are being recommended for wilderness designation. a mere 3 
PERCENT of the forest, compared to the national average of 17 PERCENT 

All 8 is not the proper way to manage the GW it will not provide the adequate successful habltat. We need to 
protect our wildlife, and with the lack of ciearcuiting. this wont provide enough coverage for wildlife SUNiVa! 

All 8 will not provide enough successional habitat, and wlth the lack of clearcutting, will not provide adequate 
protection for wildlrfe to escape the dangers they must face. Ail 8 will not protect our forest's oak component 
from the gypmo. 

I urge you to revise the draft plan proposed for the George Washington National Forest. The plan is wholly 
inadequate in iis protection of our natural resources 

I am qulte concerned about ail 8 The deshuclion of oak and other mast is not in the best interest of deer and 
other wildlde population The VA and WV tourist industry will be affected adversely due to the reduction in 
hunting and trapping 

Aiternative 6 reduces grouse management from the present level of 116.000 acres to 22,wO acres Even et 
present management levels - we are losing grouse habrtat 

Wlth the great reduction of grouse habitat called for in Ailernalive 8, grouse are doomed even further 

if Aiternatlve 8 Is followed, there will be an Increasingly large fraction of the forest represented by a poor age 
class cf trees, which will lead directly to neglect of the forest, wildlife. and human use of them 
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Letter 2182 Alternative 8 1s particularly bad in that Rtrles to hide destructive actlvnles such as roadbulldlng and euphemlzed 
clearcuts wth scienitficdiy invalid terms such as 'habtiat ImprovemenV and 'recreational accessabiliiy ' 
Throughout Virginia today there 16 a vasi amount of your 'improved habltar and no need for more. 

When deer, turkey, and grouse hunting is at all all-time high, gypsy moth Is a mounting problem. and many of 
the stands of ihe forest are reaching maturty, why reduce ciearcuttlng from 4,500 acre8 to 3001 This not only 
practically eliminates your best method of hardwood regeneration but stymies your only method of salvage from 
insect damage 

Your most important commodty resource, at this time, in terms of cash value, is wlldide, not timber. For every 
man that wants to cut a tree there are a hundred want to shoot a deer or 500 want to catch a fish. I do not favor 
Pian 8 because d does not provide enough timber use to help both resources. Particularly clearcute, which 
should not be removed from practice just because non-professionals scream 'destruction'. They don't have io 
be put on display as you did in your prized North River Road Zone. 

I oppose Aiiernaiive 8's restriciive land management proposals. Alternative 8 assumes the 'Lei Mother Nature 
Do hi' approach Is best by utilizing a hands off management method for 80% of the forest area. Mother Neture 
is a hard taskmaster and at times treats the environment more harshly than people This plan also puts the U S. 
Forest Service in a police force status and ignores the well trained staff foresters'abillties. The forestcommunity, 
too, Is lafi out when computing the formula for Aiiernative 8 

Because proper management was not applied, i feel that Aiiernative 8 would kill our forest 

Atternatwe 8-1s unacceptable. It places too much strain on the ecosystem, 

Atternatwe 8 will not provide adequate habitat needs for many wildlde species. 

I believe a forest plan that is as narrow In scope as the one now proposed tor the George Washinglon will In 
fact degrade the forest by drastically curtailing timber harvest and In turn erode the forest's capability of 
supporting many wildlife species 

Anernaiwe #8 charts a course for further fragmentahon destruction of sensltwe riparian areas and continued 
proliferation of game species at the cost of reduced biological diversity tor forest interior species No areas are 
recognaed or protected as mlgrdlon corridors that would allow naiural movement for species from one area 
of the forest to another. 

Wildlife populations will be neglected, impacted because of poor age class distribution over a high percentage 
of the forest [under Alternative 81 

1) [Management according to Alternative 8 would result in further decreases in the biological diversity of the 
area by] increasing roadbuilding 

2) [Management according to Alternative 8 would result in further decreases In the biological diversity of the 
area by} continuing emphasis on wildlife management 'openings. which fragment forests and eliminate forest 
interior species 

I don't like anernalive 8 Wlth ts limlted timber harvesting, not enough habiiat will be provided for the deer 
population The deer will be forced onto we private landowners for us to feed 

i feel Ai i  8 does not achieve a proper balance of uses: given the age and condition of trees on the GWNF. X8 
includes too few acres to be hawested I believe that maintaining a range of age and size cIa88es in the forest 
is one of the best ways of maintaining 'biological diverslty' in both trees and wildlife 

I don't like Anernative 8 With Its iimlted timber halvesting. not enough habltat will be produced for the wildlife 
dependent on early successional vegetation 

I am rather disappointed with what I have heard about the new pian By reducing the timbering by such a large 
degree and increasing the amount of acreage dedicated to remote areas you are doing all hunters and other 
animals lovers (hunters are the biggest users of the forest. I think) a huge disservice 

, 

Leiier 2254 

Letter 2322 

Letter 2323 

Letter 2330 

Lener 2340 

Letter 2525 

Lener 2532 

Lener 2572 

Letter 2616 

Letter 2627 

Letter 2627 

Letter 2680 

Letter 2744 

Letter 2759 

Letter 2890 
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Lener 3489 This plan violates every basic principle outlined to the commisslon (Department of Natural Resources) by 
professionals In the fields of good professional forestry, the fields of wildlife, plant life, and other related fields. 

By reducing the timbering by such a large degree and Increasing the amount of acreage dedicated to remote 
areas, you are dolng all hunters and animal lover8 a huge dlaselvlce 

And again' The area is suitable for timber production. Even-aged timber harvest methods are used to meet 
wildllfe requirements' Certainly not good for native dNerse species that represent all iwels of plants and 
animals found in a normal forest It is an obvious ploy to mine the foreat and to favor a few game species 

'Since many woodland species beneflt from the temporary openings that timber removals create, haw of the 
timber harvested is done in conjunction with habitat improvement in wildlife emphasis areas: Many species Is 
aile. whitelailed deerofwhichiherearealreadytoo many tothe detrlmeMof thetotal forest, andthe parasnlrlng 
birds who lay their eggs in warbler nest4 threaten many of these deep forest species of birds. p. 4 

'Management of senstlive, threatened and endangered plant and animal species receives top priority'. la Wed 
on p. 5. W thls Is so. why lsnY An. 3 selected for the preferred plan? 

Biological diversity Is nottruly represented under the current management of the Forest or In Anernaiiie 8. The 
Q W.N F 1s in my estimation one giant oak-hickory monocuiture. This vast forest type comprises about 80% of 
the forest cover In the Q.W N F. The resuk of this immense unbroken forest type and the age of the forest 1s the 
rampant destruction of wood resources by insects such as the gypsy moth and diseases like armalerla root rot 
This destruciion of the forest has also led to burdens placed on wildlife species such as deer, turkey and bear 
that depend on good acorn production forthelr existence Alternative 8 only helps to Increase the monocukural- 
ism of the forest and decrease the overall heanh of the National Forest through overly restrictive harvesting 
guldelinea. LlmRlng clearcutting to 3w acres 1s Incomprehensible. Clearcutting can help to Increase biological 
diversity and improve the heanh ofthe forest by strat.%ying age classesthus reducing the impacts of insects and 
diseases Young regenerated forests also attract wildlife species not found In mature oak-hickory forests 

Aiternatlve Plan d8 would reduce the timber halvest levels and have an adverse Impact on crnical habnat for 
grouse, deer, and turkey. 

The plan 1s criminally flawed in many areas, particularly in light of known sclentffic facts that prove the strongly 
detrimental affects of 'management' techniques outlined In Aiternative 8 

A major concern, as determined by the quanttiy of comments, centered around the level of habltat management 
(in the form of direct wildlife habltat improvements and timber sales). Many commenters expressed a desire to 
increase these forms of active habltat management Other commenters expressed a desire to reduce the levels 
of habltat management. preferring more emphasis to be placed on providing unfragmented habltais. 

The preferred aiternative does not maximize the potential value for elther early successional or late successional 
unfragmented habitats li recognizes the value of both somewhat conflicting needs wnhln a large forested area 
and provides for both habrtats To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Plan's limlts Is neither 
biologically necessary, nor economlcaily efficient 

Unfragmented habltats, such as provided for in management areas 4,6 ,  8, 9, 13,22, and ponions of several 
other management areas. are described in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Revised Plan 

The Revised Plan recognizes the values of forest management and vegetation manipulation wlthin the context 
of multiple use management. Much of the timber harvesting will be conducied specifically to regenerate 
ponions of an aging forest to provide early successional habitats The amount of regeneration provlded varies 
among the twelve abrnatives considered in detail in the FElS Several factors come into play including the 
values that unfragmented habltats and roadless areas provide, value of and need for forest txoducis that can 
be provided, and the costs versus beneflts derived from this action 

Estimated white-tailed deer carrying capactiy is maintained at present levels. Currently, in some areas of the 
forest, deer are Inhlbking regeneration of preferred timber species Other concerns include the development of 
a pronounced browse line which can be detrimental to many bird species that feed and nest in the understory, 
and that some rare plant species are preferred as deer foods. Forested areasthat contain high deer populations, 
over time, may loose some of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trends of 
National Forest hunting stamp sales) shows a very slow decline in the numbers of hunters Based on past sales 

Letter 3752 

Letter 3779 

Letter S822 

Letter 3994 

Letter 4034 

Response 
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declines. a slight annual decline Is predicted throughout the nexl decade Increasing the deer herd. therefore, 
is not a long term goal of the Revised Pian 

Population estimates were not made for the ruffed grouse, another species that prefers young forast aread 
However, there is no quesUon that the Revised Pian provides adequate habitat to maintain thia speclas 
throughout the Forest Some alternatives provide for a higher habitat carrying capactly forthis speoies and thus 
a higher hunting success rate. Grouse hunting accounts for approximately fwe percent of the hunting days 
afield on this Forest In light of a below cost timber program, lt Is economicallv dtfficult to iustifv an increased 
timber program to increase ruffed grouse hunting success raie8 

Early successional habitat in the Revised Plan is provided in adequate amount8 and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habdat will be found throughout the Forest 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan provides forthe wide variety of wiidllfe species inhablting the forest 
16 provided in Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 - BIODNERSIW and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAQEMENT 
(under the subheading of 'Featured Species') Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future 
condttions of the forest 8s they pertain to wildlife 

Letter 1895 I do not support the proposal 8 I fear that If the new AH 8 is applied, in a few years there will be no motor 
vehicles allowed in this area [Big Levels] and when I am close to suty years old, my hunting days will be over 
And 80 will the hunting days of many other people my age 

The Revised Plan recognizes the Big Levels area as a Special Interest Area (SlA), Management Area 4. and as 
a candidate for possible designation as a Research Natural Area (RNA) Boundary changes have been incorpo 
rated between draft end final which better reflect past management practices and uses along with public input 
concerning the area. Neither designation of the area as a SIA, nor perhaps Its future designabon 88 e RNA, will 
affect tredltionai uses as they now occur such as hunting, berry-picking, hiking, or fishing These designations 
will not affect access for these activdies. as It is now allowed, for the elderly or physically challenged Travel by 
foot is allowed throughout the area and by motorized vehicle on open roads. 

Addltionaily, the Bald Mountain Road (FOR 162) is one of the OW routes in Management Area 11 As such, it 
will be managed as en open road to provide OW opportunities 

Response 

Letter 3779 

Response 

AR 8 Is among those alternatives with the least Wilderness Recreation Cepaclty at 21 thousand RVD AH. 3 is 
258lhousand p 2-56 

Since the anticipated demand for wilderness recreation is only 14,MK) RVDs, the ID Team does not belleve that 
this factor is useful in determining which alternative maximizes ne4 public benefits 

Letter 2627 

Response 

[Management according to Alternative 8 would result in further decreases in the biological dwerslty of the area 
by] continuing use of pesticides and herbicides in cases where manual control would suffice. 

Decisions to use herbicides will be made on project level analysis Alternative mechanical controls will always 
be considered and usually employed 
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Lelter 3764 

Response 

Letter1164 

Letter 1308 

Letter (539 

Lelter (673 

LeHer 1810 

Lener 1846 

Lmer 1849 

Lener 1873 

Lener Mo4 

I support concepts of biological diversity and as a balanced miXture of environmentally sound uses, as outlined 
inAn 8 

Anernative 8 is considered in detail in the FEE The Regional Forester has identified Anernative 8A asthe Forest 
S e ~ i ~ e  preferredakernatrfe in the FElS AnemativeBAwasformulated in responsetothe beliefthat peoplewant 
and need a wlder array of uses, values, products and oondltions from the George Washington National Forest 
than in the pad 

Please use the plan submeed by the Sierra Club, as It will give the park far superior mgt and protection for our 
national forest 

In general, I support AH. 8 I would request that: ATVs be banned or limltedtoveryfew acres. road construction 
be greatly curtailed, more emphasis be placed on nongame habltats and mgt , more arm be included as 
wilderness area 

Even tho I basically support An 8, i suggest these modifications ANs, which are destructive in many ways, 
should not be allowed. no new roads All timber hatvest should be done along existing roads; riparian areas 
should be protected by a 100 fl buffer on each side of streams: less emphasis should be placed on game mgt , 
and more on unfragmented habitat for nongame species, LMle River. Ramseys Dr Add, Mt Pleasant, Laurel Fk, 
Skidmore Fk 8 Kelley Mtn should be recommended for wilderness study. 

I support plan 8. I support the 'remote highlands' mgi designation because I feel these areas must be preselved 
for future generations Clearcutting should be used only as a last resort to achieve regeneration The amount 
of new roads in plan 8 is excessive Plan 8 does not provide adequate protection for riparian areas The current 
standards should be maintained I am opposed to A N  and 4WD abuse of our forests. The eroslon, damage to 
flora and fauna, nolse, and waste of precious fossil fuels is not compatible with responsible use of our forests. 
In particular, Jerry's Run. Archer, and Peter's Mill Run Trail are not sulteble for this kind of use 

Congratulations on your choice of An 8 as a reasonable compromise, given the polltical pressures bearing on 
you As steward of this priceless million-acre heritage which every day becomes more of an island in a sea of 
overdevelopment, would you nevertheless try even harderto KEEPTHE FOREST AS NATURAL AS POSSIBLE? 
Especially build no new roads, prohibit ANs completely, study the Mi. Pleasant area for wilderness designa- 
tion, limn the ASQ to 27 mbf. 

Include all 8 proposed wilderness areas In particular, Lele River and Mt Pleasant should be included Thetotal 
annual timber cut should not exceed 27 mmbf The an permlts cutting forwildllfe mgt , etc, and I see no ceiling 
on that type of cutting A N  use is detrimental in so many ways that It makes no sense to allow A N  use In the 
NFs There should be no salvage sales in roadless or biol areas Salvage sales should be limned to timber 
whlch Is classdied assawlimber Riparian areas should be protectedfrom loggingfor at least1 Wflon each side 
of a stream (and 2w flfor native trout streams). With these moddications, An 8 cen be a greatly beneficlal mgt 
pian for the GWNF 

We support Alt 8, the FS preferred An., wlth revislons No A N  trails In the NF A N  reo Is not compatible wlth 
other forest uses and forest biological values, no new roads buin in the forest Roadbuilding means soil 
disturbance. which means erosion, which means water quality degradation, riparian areas receive protection, 
a minimum of 100 A of buffer on each side of all streams, wlth Mo fl on each side of native trout streams. Each 
stream should be considered individually and buffer strips be planned accordingly, timber halvesting should 
take place near existing roads rather than building new roads All areas now designated roadless should remain 
as such 

I wholeheartedly support the position and recommendations of the Sierra Club 

Some suggestions for improvements of the Plan in this part (neighboring Beards Mountain) of the Forest would 
include 1) ANs should not be allowed on the Forest 2) No new roads 3) Riparian areas should be protected 
by a 100 foot buffer on each side of streams 
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Letter a 2 1  Some moddicatlons that would Improve #a are 1) The Riparian areas should be protected by a 100 foot buffer 
on each side of streams 2) More emphasis placed on unfragmented habltat for non-game species end less on 
game management 3) No new roads should be bulk and all timber harvest should be done along existing 
roads. 4) All terrain vehlcles should not be allowed In the forests 5) Wilderness studies should be conducted 
ai the following %tea - Ltttle River. Ramseys Dralt Addition, Mi Pleasant, Laurel Fork, Skidmore Fork and Kelly 
Mountain. 

We strongly support Alternative 8 because lt allows lesstimber to be cut and a largerwilderness study area. We 
urge that A N s  be prohiblted No new road construction is needed More attention should be glvento non-game 
wlldlde specles 

I hope that these areas could be strengthened in the plan. 1) ANs should not be allowed on the Forest 2) No 
new roads. 3) River areas should be protected by a 100 f o d  buffer on each side of streams. 

AK 8 would be more ecologlcally sound d the following changes were incorporated LHile River and Mt. 
Pleasant, have been included in MA13, a category which would place recreational concerns over blologlcal 
value These should be Included as WSAs While the plan calls for reducing the volume of limber harvest to 27 
million bd ft, it Is uncleer whether this would include cuning for wildlde mgi purposes (forwhich no specnied 
upper llmlt Is given). The limit should include ALL timber harvested for ANY reason No new road construction 
wlthln the forest. Any roads no longer necessary because of the reduction in timber harvest should be closed 
ANtrails should be prohiblted, A N  use should be restricted to existing roads Use of ATVs wlthin 'beckcountry' 
areas Is incompatible wlth forest values and other recreational uses of the forest. and poses a patent!al hazard 
to hikers and wildllfe Protection for riparian arees should include a prohlbltion of logging wlthin 100 ft of each 
side of a stream, 2-30 fl for native trout streams There should be more emphasis placed on mgt of nongame 
species Timber salvage should be prohibited in roadless or biological areas, and salvage should Include only 
that timber certdiably valuable es sawtimber 

Give more consideration to non-game species Management directions seem to be entirely directed to game 
species The National Forest is a haven for many non-game species such as migraiory birds which have been 
showing steady declines 2) No new roads should be bulk Alternative 8 now calls for 2-30 miles of new roads 
in 10 years 3) There should be no all-terrain vehicle trails permrued This type of recreation lsincompatiblewlth 
other forest uses and velues 4) There should be more than three areas designated for wilderness 5) All ereas 
presently classdied as roadless should remain roadless 6) No timber cutting should be allowed in riparian areas 
or weilands There should be at least a 100 foot buffer on each side of e stream. 7) Provide wildlde migration 
corridors 8) Emphasize primltive and non-motorized recreation values, e g , through environmenial education 
9) Under no circumstances Increase the timber harvest to more then 27 million board feet annually 

Alternative 8 seems to be a good compromise management plan- allowing ample timber harvesting whlle 
stressing other values and 'mukiple uses' of the forest No A N s  in the forest1 No new roads1 Streams should 
be protected on each side with a 100 foot buffer zone 

I support the present draft plan With some revisions to strengthen protection for the forests' better protection 
of streams and rivers, revision so that timber harvest to be more cost effective (less emphasis on pulpwood), 
and reduction in the road building program 

I firmly believe that the wildlde, scenic beauty, and recreational values of the Forest deserve protection and 
preservation The proposed plan has commendable features, but does not go nearly far enough In this regard 
In particular Other areas deserving wilderness designations include the Lmle River, the largest roadless area 
In the GWNF: the Remseys Draft Addition and the picturesque Mount Pleasant area The Skidmore and Laurel 
Fork areas also should be considered, to protect their watersheds, streams. and wildlife No addltional roads 
should be bulk in the Forest Such roads const&ute public subsidies of the timber industry, and are inappropri- 
ate uses of public funds and lands At the very least, existing roadless areas should remain so In order to protect 
wildltfe migration corridors and ripsrian (stream-side) areas harvesting must be limned to the vicintiy of existing 
roads in the GWNF. wlth e minimum buffer zone provided on each side of streams ATV's are inimical to the 
values for which the GWNF should be protected The best action would be to close all existing ATV trails and 
allow them to be reclaimed, at minimum, no adddional trails should be opened in new areas 

Ak 8 Is an lmprwement over past management practices in that rt emphasizes many biological values 
However, there is still significant room for improvement First, ATVs should be banned In eddltion to the noise 
end air pollution, their tracks quickly become unsightly and develop into deeply erosive regions Second, 
riparian areas should be buffered by at least a l0o-n area on each side of the stream in which no cutting is owed 

Letter 2030 

Letter 2057 

Letter 2266 

Letter 2332 

Letter 2474 

Letter 2508 

Letter 2594 

Letter 2690 
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This protects the stream from siklng in due to soil runoff. Third, there should be no net increase In roadways. 
All tlmber halvest should be done near existing roads, and should be limlted to wh in  onshatl mile from 
roadside Roads that are not in current use should be allowed to grow back In Fourth, more emphasis should 
be placed on nongame wiidlde. Wildlife migration corridors should be provided, and no roads should be bulk 
lnlo turkey or bear habitat Fmh, tlmber mgi should emphaslze large, good-quallty hardwood and softwood saw 
tlmber rather than lower-quality pulpwood. SMh. more wilderness mess should be proposed. Specrflcai~, 
these areas should be recommended for wilderness study: Litlle Rber. Ramseys Drafi Add, Mt Pleasant, Laurel 
Fork, Skidmore Fork, and Kelley Min The four other roadiess areas should stay roadieea and should be 
managed to protect biological and recreational values. 

I hope you will strongly consider an &There are somevery posnlve attributes of an 8, including more protection 
for plants and enlmels and 'remote highland' mgmt Possible scenic river designation Is another vey posithre 
part of this pian I am most pleased wkh more emphasis to be put on improving bear and turkey h a b M  I hope 
you will consider several changes One would be a reduction in the 200 miles of new roads proposed for 
construction over the next decade. Ail 8 needs to bener address protection of riparian areas. especially in 
regard to wster supply and native troutfisherles. 

I support Ailernalive 8 however, i object to the use of ORV's in the Forest. They ere noisy, Intrusive, can be 
destructive. and are definitely disruptive to flora and fauna, not to mention serious lovers of the peace and 
tranqullity the forest should afford. No new roads should be built. I encourage the designation of more 
wilderness areas in the Forest, specifically the Laurel Fork area of Highland County, Little River in Augusta, 
Ramsey's Drafl In Augusta and Highland. Not enough emphasis la put on the Importance of protecting 
NONGAME species of wildlife. 

Lener 2S93 

Leiier 2877 

Leiiers2905.4159,4160, 4161, 4162,4163, 41M, 4165,4166, 4187, 4168, 4169.4~70, 4171 
Some suggestions for improvemenis of the Plan in this Dart Lneiahborina Beards Mountain) of the Forest would 

Leiier 3502 

Leiier 3600 

Lener 3657 

Letter 3718 

Letter 3726 

Lener 3845 

include. i.-ATVs should not be allowed on the Forest 2. NO new roads:3. Riparian areasdhould be protected 
by a 100 foot buffer on each side of streams. 

I would like to have A N s  kept out of the forest. I see no reason to allow such destructive recreation in natural 
woodlands. I do not think new roads are necessary and I am for Alternative 8, but would like to see lt changed 
in the above ways, 

The state must adopt the Sierra Club's Proposals 

I find the plan somewhat too ambltious in the following areas Roadbuilding' I have already seen new forest 
roads penetrate some of my favorite pristine areas wlthin the last 10 years I say en adequate timber harvest can 
be maintained without construction of new roads Please, no new roads. A N  use. I understand that there are 
growing numbers of A N  users, and that thur needs must also be considered. Heavy A N  use virtually destroys 
many of the quailties that allow for other, more 'shareable' or compatible use (such as huntlng and hiking) 
Please iimh ATVstothe presently designated areas andtake measuresto keeplhem out of the rest of the Forest. 
I also find that the pien is seriously deficient in the area of wilderness protection I heartily agree that the 3 areas 
you have chosen should be protected, but I would liketo see added Big Schloss, Mi. Pleasant, Ramseys Drafl 
Add, and Soulhern Mass. 

i support seiect~~e timber cutiing in areas away from the Appalachian Trail corridor, but ciearcuis should be 
avoided altogether Don? spend any more of our tax dollars on unnecessary roads. Areas open to OW8 should 
be iimlted to areas near highways or developed areas No addltional provisions for OW use should be made. 

Overall, we think that Ak 8 Is a reasonable compromise. Afew rtems we would like to see changed in the Plan. 
H new roads must be bulk, old roads should be closed, so that there Is no net Increase in road miles. We would 
prefer much tougher regulations on timber halvesting along iniermlttent and perennial streams: a 1 W f l  
easement on either side 

Even though I basically support AH 8, I suggest the foilowing modifications. ANs should not be allowed on the 
forest No new roads should be buiR Ail timber harvest should be done along existing roads Riparian areas 
should be protected by a 1oO-tl buffer on each side of streams Less emphasis should be pieced on game mgi. 
and more on unfragmented habltat far nongame species The foiicwrng areas should be recommended for 
wilderness study Llttle River, Ramseys Drafl Add, Mi Pleasant, Laurel Fk, Skidmore Fk. Kelley Mi The Forest 
should be managed using uneven-aged silvicultural methods 
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Letter 3948 

Letter 3993 

Letter 3993 

Letter 4023 

Letter 4033 

Letter 4186 

Letter 4230 

Response 

I offer the following to be considered In craning the final verslon of AR 8. GNe more consideration to nowgame 
species No new roads should be built There should be no ATV trails permNed There should be more than 3 
areas designated for wilderness. All areas presently classrfied as roadless should remain roadless. No timber 
culling should be allowed in riparian areas or wetlands There should be at least a lOon buffer on each side 
of a stream. Provide wildlrfe migration corridors Emphasize pr imhe and non-motorized recreation values Do 
not increase the timber harvest to more than 27 mmbf annuaiiy. 

I em generally In favor of Aiternatlve 8 However, I would like to see addltional emphasis on wilderness 
protection, as well as a general reduction In human disturbance and consumptive use of the forest. 

I am specrfically opposed to addltlonal road construcbon aothrrly and to increased timber removal I am m o a  
emphatically opposed to off-road vehicle use of the forest 

I am flrmly convinced that AR 8 is a fair plan Some suggestions for improving the plan, parUcularly as R related 
to Beard's Mtn. would include. ANs should not be allowed on the Forest No new roads RiDarian areas should 
be protected by e lX?-fi buffer on each side of streams 

The preferred alternative (AM 8) seems to be a verf balanced one in terms of the muniple-use objeciNe of the 
Forest and, overall, I would say d Is the best one I would favor leas road construotion but rt seems that 8 would 
retain the roadless condltlon of most areas even lhoughlhey may no1 be considered for wilderness designation 
The timber sale volume of 27 mbf is a very reasonable figure considering the new understanding of the Forest 
as a renewable and sustainable resource while at the same time protecting Its character and sensBve habitats 
and natural communltles. I do have lo questlon the accommodalions made to O W  and A N  users. I don't see 
this use as being In any way compatible wlth what national forests ought to stand for. Hallowed at all. there will 
be no way to control where they go and we'll all be the worse off for It. 

I supportANernative8 as described by the ATC I want to express my opposltlontoany addnlonal road building 
and to the use of OWs. 

I support the Sierra Club's positions on the plan At least the 11 areas the Club has proposed should be 
designated as wilderness No new roads should be buiit in the Forest ATV use in the Forest must be stopped. 

Aiternalive 11 has been formulated by the IDTeamto address these conoerns Rwasformulaled to respond to 
concerns from individuals and organizations that Aiternative 8 needed adjustments to better respond to 
biological issues 

Letters887,888,923,924,925,926,1044,1045,1046,1047,1046,1049,1050,1051,1052,1053,1054,1055,1128,1129,1130,1131, 
1132,1133,1134,1135,1136,1174,1x)6,1207,1x)8,1209,1210,1211,1213,1214,1215,1216,1217,1218,1219,1220,1221,1222, 
1223,1224,1225,1226,13!%,14M),1401,1402,1403,1475,1476,1477,1478.1479,1480,1481,1482,1484,1485,1486,1487,1488, 
14@9,1490,1699,17W, 1701,1702,1703,1704,17ffi,1706,1707,1915,1916,1917,1918.1919,1920,1921,1922.19?.3,1924,1925, 
1926,1927, I=, 1974,2085,2086,2087,2086,2089,2090,2091, x)92,2w3, x194, x)95,x)96,2097,2098,2w9,21W,2101,2418, 
2419,2420, 2421,242?, 2423,2424,2425,242ti, 2427,2428,2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2434,2435,2436,2437,2438,2439,2440, 
2441,2769,2770,2771,2772,2773.2774,2775.2776,2777.2778.2901,3093.3094.3096.3097.3098.3099,31 W. 3202,3203,3El?4, 
3205,3x)6,3207,3x)8,3209,3210,3211,3212,3213.3214,3215,3216,3217,3218,3219,3~. 3221,32p, 3223,3224,3225,3226, 
3227,3228,3229,3230,323113232,3233,3234,32S, 3236,3237.3238,3239,3240.3241,3242,3243,3244.3245,3246,3247,3517, 
4O94,4O95,4096,4O97,4098,4O99,41W,4101,4102,41O3,41O4,41ffi,4106,4107,4108,41O9,4110.4111,4112,4113,4114,4115, 
4116, 4117, 4118,4119, 4120, 4121, 4122, 4123, 4124,4125,4126,4127, 4128,4172 

I am pleased that the Forest %Nice chose AiternatIve 8, which emphasizes biological values and reduces the 
allowable sale quantlty of timber I would like to suggest the following moddicetions. 

Letters 9 7 1 , a  
I write to you to express my support for Alternative 8, wlth revisions 

I am in general agreement with Anernatlve 8, with the following reseNations Letter 987 
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Letters 1081,1349,1454,~,2036,2835,3884 
[we] support Alternative 8 but with the following modificattons 

We recommend, with some modification, Ai l  8. 

Wlth the Incorporation of the above recommendations, Al l  8 will be more conducive to the blologlcal dNeraity 
of the forest and to Its presetvatton 

Letter 1368 

Letter 11% 

~ ~ t t ~ ~ 1 ~ , 1 ~ , 1 ~ , 1 ~ , i ~ , 1 ~ , 1 ~ , 1 ~ ~ , 2 1 ~ , ~ 1 o ~ , 2 1 ~ , ~ 1 ~ , 2 1 1 o , ~ 1 1 1 , 2 1 1 2 , 2 1 1 ~ , ~ 1 1 ~ , ~ i i ~ , ~ 1 1 ~ , 2 1 i ~ , ~ 1 i ~ ,  
2119,212O,2121,2122,2123,2124,2125,2126.2127,2128,2404,2405.2406.2407,2408,2409.2410,2411.2412,2413.2414,2415. 
2416,2417,2779,2780,2781,2782,2783,~84,2785,2788,2787,2788,2789,2790,2791,2752,2793,2794,3114,3115,3116,3117, 
31 18,3119,3151,3152,3~53,3154,3155,3156,3157,3~53,3159,3180,3161,3162,3163.3164,31~,3166,3187,3168,3169,3170, 
3171,3172,3173,3174.3175,3176,3177,3178,3179,3180,3181.3182,3183,3184,3185,4076,4077,4078,4079,40&3,4081,4082 

We support the general polioy of Alternative which provides a balance of diverse uses of the Forest forthe mom 
pan There are several specdic items that we cannot support and voice concerns in the followlng items 

Leners 1953,1954,1955.1956,1957,1958,1959,mS7, 20% 2768,3058,3146 
I would like to support Alternative #8 with the following exceptions. 

Letters 1980,3883 
I support Alt 8 wlth the following exceptions 

I support Alternative #8 However, I recommend some minor changes to this alternative 

I would like you to consider some modmoations [to] Anematwe 8 

Letter 1999 

Letter m 7  

Letters W ,  4183.4231 
I basically support Alternative 8, but suggest the following moddications 

Letters 1622,1623, 1802, 1803,2180, 2487 

Letter 2332 

Letter 2380 

Letter 2487 

Letter 2M)9 

Letter 2666 

Letter 2691 

Letter 2692 

Letter 2701 

Letter 2755 

Letter 2836 

Letter 2881 

Letter 2929 

Letter 3478 

Our club supporls Alternative #8 [with] some minor changes 

Consider the following issues when formulating the final version of Alternative 8 

Please register our comments on the draft management plan for the George Washlngion National Forest B(I 

being In favor of: 

Our club supports Alternative #8 [with] some minor changes 

In general, we support Alternative 8, which Is a good biological alternatwe with Its limited timber harvest and 
limited traditional game management 

The following modifications If incorporated into AlternatNe [8] will considerably Improve the plan from the 
aspect of biological protection 

I believe Alternative 8 is a good place to begin It is one of the more balanced plans still, there are iasues that 
I believe must be addressed 

I support Alternative 8, with revisions 

Even though I basically support Alternative 8, I would like to suggest the following moddicahons 

While we generally support the concept of Akernative 8, we would llke to suggest the following modnlcations' 

I ask that Ai l  8 be made even more consetvative by the following modbications. 

I am pleased that the Forest Service chose Alternative 8 I would like to suggest the following moddlcatlons. 

Although Alternative 8 possesses many valuable features, the Draft Plan still requlres slgnfflcant modnication. 

I suggest the following moddications [to Alternative 81. 
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Letter 3527 

Letter 3546 

Letter 3563 

Letter 3566 

Letter 3640 

Letter 3661 Modfy Alternative #8. 

Letter 3665 

I basically support Alternatwe #8, but would like to rocommend the following conslderattonr 

Since alternative #8 stands a good chance of passing, I put forth the following modHlcatlons 

I encourage you to adopt Alternatwe 8 There are, however, some much needed changes 

We reluctantly agree to the adoptbn of Alternative 8, with slight changes 

I support Option #8 

Aocepttng the fad that Alternative 3 of the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan Is not 88 favorable 
for wild plants and wild places, we would then endorse Alternative 8 proposed by the GWNF &If. There are 
some changes we would request 

Addltlonal areas I would like to see considered are as follows. 

Move your direction of Alternative 8 to address these concerns 

Certain changes are needed in order to better Implement the overall theme of this alternative to Include: 

In general, NRDC is pleased that the draft plan responds constructively to many of the concern8 raised by the 
oomprehensive administrative appeal of the 1986 forest plan brought by consewatlon organizations and lhe 
Forest Sewlca Chief's decision in that appeal Nevertheless, we recommend further revisions These modlfica- 
tions do not require that the draft plan be rejected but, rather, that certain aspects be Improved. [Suggested 
modifications are listed under separate Issues] 

The Sierra Club recommends the following modlflcations to Alternative 88. 

Alternative 8 [is] a step in the right direction However, some changes I'd like to see are. 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3699 

Letter 3705 

Letter 371 0 

Letter 3750 

Letter 3763 

Letters 3720,2766,3782 
Alternative 8 appears to be somewhat better than past management plans, however, I would like to offer the 
following moddications 

We encourage you to proceed in adopting your preferred draft forest mgt plan, An 8, for the GWNF. In 
developing the final version of Aii 8, please consider the following recommendations 

We agree that Alternative 8 with certain modlfications listed below best represents balance. We support the 
alternative that both protects the biological values of the forest while allowing for various human usea. 

I offer the following comments to improve Nr B' 

I generally support alternative eight with the following exceptions 

Akhough I support the basic concept of Aiiernative 8, there are several areas where I feel vavlng degrees of 
revision are needed in the proposed management guidelines I offer the following suggested modifications 

We believe that the following suggestions for re-study and evaluation could result in even further improvements 
toAlt 8 

In general I support Alternairfe 8.There are two shortcomings ihatcould be amended easily wthout compromls- 
ing other interests and uses 

Letter 3847 

Letter 9848 

Letter 3861 

Letter 3927 

Letter 3938 

Letter 3945 

Letter 3977 
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Letters 3985, 3986 
I recommend changing several aspects of the Forest Service's preferred anernatwe 

The PATC is, however, troubled by some Issues contained within the draft revised management plan. Letter 3998 

Letters 4157, 4158 
I support the George Washington National Forest Plan #8 with the following moddicatlons 

Letter 4246 I suppolt Anernalive #8 and also consider changes recommended by the Natural Bridge Appalachian Trail 
Club 

Lener 4249 

Letter 4266 

Letter 42M) 

Response 

You are to be compllmentsd on 'choosing' Alternatwe 8. 

I urge you to adopt Alternative 8 wnh some changes. 

We recommend that Ahernalive 8 be revised to include the changes detailed in our commems on the Plan. 

Responses to speclfic comments on the changes requested for Anernative 8 are discussed under each spectlic 
comment 

Lettem737,1150,1187,1188,1189,1190,1191,1192,1193,1387,1388,1389,1532,1533,1723,1934,1935,1938,1937,1938,1939, 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2448,2449,2450, 
27W,2761,2762,3089,3OW, 3293,3234,3295,3296,3297,3298,3299,3300,3301.3302,3303,3304,3305,3306,3307,33M). 3309. 
3310,3311,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317,3318,3319,37x), 3766,3782,4068,4073,4074,4075 

Tighten up Remote Highlands, MA 9 in order to protect the wild character of roadless areas. 

Present roadless areas should remain roadless 

Remote highlands management area offers protection to present roadless areas In the forest. Roads in these 
areas should be closed and there should be no prescribed fire used in remote highlands management area 
Also, there should be no salvage operations nor manipulation for wildide habkat These areas should be 
relatively undisturbed. 

We find the remote highlands management area developed in this plan to be a sensible way to proteot the 
remaining roadless areas. We object to any roads being allowed to remain open In these areas Prescribed flre 
should not be used in the remote highlands management area. No additional 'improvements' should be 
permitted for 'overall wildlife objectives'. No salvaging for any reason should be done In the remote highlands. 
Dead and dying trees provide homes for wildlife, enrich the soil as they decay, and hold the so11 in place as new 
trees grow around them 

Tighten up Remote Highlands, Management Area #9 in order to protect wild character of roadless areas. 

All of the roadless areas not recommended for wilderness study in lhe final forest plan should be managed to 
maintain their roadless condition thus not preventing their deslgnation in the future 

Ail currently roadless areas should remain so 

Letter I 684 

Letter 2666 

Letter 2755 

Letter 3478 

Letter 3732 

Letter 3861 

Letters 3985,3986 
The management prescriptions for the 'remote highlands' (#9) would be a satisfactory way to give most of the 
needed protection to remote, roadless areas if salvage sales for the gypsy moth and other commercial sales 
were excluded Continued personal firewood collection along existing roads could maintain sufficient 'edge 
habitar and openings In the contiguous forest canopy to provide some wildllfe benefit and maintain a widely 
used economic benefit to GWNF's neighbors like myself 

Letters 3985,3986 
Allowina continued timber harvestina on the marains of the 26 roadless areas includina Crawiord will decrease 
the oppirtonliies for large areas of the forest lo  fiturn io a natural state These areas should be managed with 
minimal lntewention through wilderness recommendation or a moddied version of the remote highlands 
management area that excludes commercial timber sales, mineral extraction, and new road construction or 
some other method that will enhance their potential for wilderness designation in the future. 
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Letter 4219 All MA 9 areas in which there are no open or restricted roads should be placed in MA 9A, not 96, Any closed 
roads should be oblnerated or allowed to revegetate naturally. 

Alternathres 11 and 13 have been formulated to respond to concerns from indivlduals and organizations that 
Alternative 8 needed adjustments to respond to biological Iwues. Among these adjustments is the assignment 
of management area prescription 9A to all roadlesa areas not allooated to Management Area 8. Management 
area prescription 9A is a variation of the concept used in Remote Highlands wrth standards similar to areas 
recommended for wilderness study 

ARernatives 11 and 13 are considered in detail In the FElS and will be selected as the Revised Plan by the 
Regional Forester d one of them Is identdled as the alternatwa that maximizes net public benefits. 

Response 

Le t te rs781 ,7~  795.796,797,799,8w, 915,916,1004, la, IOIO, 1012,1o1~,1o18,11o6,1197,11gs, I=, 1203,1~4,1205, 
15x).1521,1522,1691,1733,1734,1735,1736,1737,1738,1739,1740,1741,1742,1743,1744,1745,1746,1747.1748.1749,1750, 
1751,1752,17~,1754,1755,1755,1757,1758,1759,1760,1761,1782,1763,1764,1765,1766,1787,1768,1789,1770.1771,1772, 
1773,1774,1775,1776,1777,1778,1779,1780,1781,1782,1783,1784,1785,1786,1787,1788,1789,1790,1791,1792,1793,1794, 
1795,2143,2145,2442,2671,3066,3067,3068,3069,3070,3071,3072,3073,3074,3075,3076,3077,3078,3079,3080,3081,3082. 
3083,3084,3085.9086,3326,3327,3328,3329,3330.3331,3332,3333,3334.3335.3336,3337,3338,3339,3340,3341,9342,3343, 
3344,3345,3346,3347,3348,3349,3350,3351,3352,3353.3354.3355,3356,3357,3358,3359,3360,3361.53M.3363,33M,3365, 
3366,3367,3368,3369,3370,3371,3372,3373,3374,3375,3376, %TI, 3378,3379,3380,3381,3382,3383,3384,3385,3386,3387, 
3388,3389,3390,3391,3392,3393,3394,3395,3396,3397,3398,3399.3400,3401,34G2,3403,3404,3405,3406.3407,3408,3409, 
3410,3411.3412,3413,3414,3415,3418,3417,3418,3419,3420,3421,3422,4129,4130,4131,4132,4133,4134,4135,41M,4137, 
4138, 4139,4140,4141, 4142,4143, 4144, 4145, 4146, 4147, 4148,4149, 4150, 4245 

Alt 8 with revisions adequately provides for ell multiple uses, and therefore is the alt I support 

I understand that Alternative 8 is the current preferred choice, and I applaud that There are some additional 
changes that I believe would be beneficial 

I fully support Alt 8 of the study. i do this in the spirlt of compromise If I felt a more restrictwe Alt had even a 
remote change of being seriously considered, I would give that my support 

I support Alternative 68 I also support the Wo recommended changes to Alternative #8, as outlined by Mike 
McCormick, our club [Natural Bridge Appalachian Trail Club] president, in his letter to you dated March 26 To 
echo Mike’s statement. the club is unanimously opposed to Alternative 812 

Alternative #8 seems the best cholce 

Letter 1161 

Letter 1448 

Lettar 1624 

Letter 1842 

Letters 1843, ISM 
I favor AR 8 with the changes recommended by the Natural Bridge Appalachian Trail Club 

3 
Letter 1859 

Letter 1905 

Letter 2 ~ 4  

Letter 2021 

Letter 2251 

Please count this letter as a vote for Alt 8 (including the minor changes suggested by NBATC) 

I believe that aR 8, with some possible moddications, presents the most balanced approach to Forest use 

Alternative 8 seems to be a good compromise management plan, 

I was happy to hear that the Forest Service chose Alternative #8. 

We are basically in agreement with the Alternative No 8 with mincr changes put forth in the letter to you from 
the Natural Bridge Appalachian Trail Club 

I have read most of the Alternative 8 plan drafted by the GWNF and basically am In favor of it I am In agreement 
with the two minor changes the NBATC has recommended concerning Rocky Row Run currently listed as 
Management Area 7 and also the area around Tar-jacket Ridge 

I support the position set forth in the Natural Bridge Appalachian Trail Club letter 

While I cannot endorse Alternative 8 in Its entirety, I applaud your efforts to achieve a balanced strategy through 
It 

Letter 2259 

Letter 2487 

Letter 2604 
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Letter 2612 

Letter 2651 

Letter 2671 

Letter 2694 

Letter 2709 

Letter 3542 

Letter 3557 

Letter 3606 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3688 

Letter 3705 

Letter 3707 

Letter 3792 

Letter 3825 

Letter 3901 

Letter 3907 

Lener 3998 

Letter 3999 

Loner 4213 

Letter 4234 

Letter 4242 

Response 

I urge you to support Alternative 8 

Support A n  8 as proposed by the USFS. 

An. 8 wlth revisions adequately provides for ail multiple uses and therefore is the an I support 

Basically. I em in agreement with alternative #8 I do not feel that It is necessarily the best management ofthe 
forest, but rt does the best Job of balancing the needs of all groups 

Please insure that AkernatNe 8 is adopted and implemented 

I support Anernalive 8 for reasons explained by the Appalachian Trail Club 

I urge the acceptance of Alternative 8. Consider the two moddications requested by the Natural Bridge 
Appalachian Trail Club 

We support Anernalive 8. 

Alternative 8 has area8 that I find very posltive for the future health and well-being of our Forest 

Please follow Alternative 8 

The Consewation Council of Virginia (CCVA) endorses the overall concept of Alternative Eight (8). 

Alternative 8 Is the alternative I support 

I support and commend your choice of Alt 8 with moddications supported by the Sierra Club 

I urge you to adopt Alternative 8, wlth revisions recommended by The Wilderness Society. 

The Mountaineer Chapter is in full support of the position taken by the Virginia Council of Tmul Unlimrted 
concerning the Draft Management Pian for the George Washington National Forest. 

I endorse Alternative #8 wlth 'signdicant moddications ' 

PATC strongly supp6rts Anernalive #8 We particularly appreciate and support the fact that concern for the 
presewation and enhancement of biological diversity are the underpinnings for this Alternative 

Alt 8 wlth revisions recommended by the Wilderness Society is more than adequate to provide for ail iegltimate 
uses on the GWNF It is, therefore, the alt I support 

I support Alternative #8 and the posltion of Potomac Appalachian Trail Club 

I feel there are weaknesses in Plan 8 as pointed out in Enol 2, but would certainly support it over Plan 12 

In general I support Anernalive 8 There are two shortcomings to the existing draft that could be amended easily 
without compromising other interests and uses 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regionel Forester will select the alternative to serve as the Revised 
Plan for the next ten to fifteen years. Although public comments are considered in reaching this decision, It is 
not based on a voting process but rather the identifled ability of the selected alternative to maximize net publlc 
beneflts 

Lener 42M) 

Response 

Plan - The use of pesticides io discouraged in riparian areas to avoid potential impacts to water quallty. 

This concern is evaluated carefully during the preparation of an environmental assessment for any proposed 
treatment In riparian areas 
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Letter 3M)6 

Letter 3680 

Letter 3686 

Letter 3705 

Letter 3707 

Letter 3792 

Letter 3825 

Letter 3901 

Letter 3907 

Letter 3998 

Letter 3999 

Letter 4213 

Letter 4234 

Letter 4242 

Response 

Letter 4268 

Response 

We support Alternative 8 

Alternative 8 has areas that I find very positive for the future health and well-being of our Forest 

Please follow Alternative 8. 

The Conservation Councll of Virginia (CCVA) endorses the werail concept of Atternatlve Eight (8) 

Alternative 8 is the alternative I support 

I support and commend your choice of AH. 8 with modifications supported by the Slerra Club 

I urge you to adopt Alternative 8, wlth revisions recommended by The Wilderness Sooiety. 

The Mountaineer Chapter is in full support of the position taken by the Virginia Council of Trout Unlimited 
ooncerning the Draft Management Pian lor the George Washington National Forest. 

I endorse Alternative #8 with 'signtficant modtfications ' 

PATC strongly suppork Alternative #8 We particularly appreciate and suppolt the fact that conoern for the 
preservation and enhancement of biological diversity are the underpinnings for this Alternative 

Alt 8 with revisions recommended by the Wilderness Society is more than adequate to provide for all IegHimate 
uses on the GWNF. It is, therefore, the alt I support. 

I support Alternative #8 and the position of Potomac Appalaohian Trail Club 

I feel there are weaknesses in Pian 8 as pointed out in Enol 2, but would certainly support it over Plan 12 

In general I support Alternative 8. There are two shortcomings to the existlng draft that could be amended easily 
wlthout compromising other interests and uses. 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will seleot the alternative to serve as the Revised 
Plan for the next ten to fiieen years ARhough public comments are considered in reaching this declslon. lt 1s 
not based on a voting process but rather the identtfied ability of the selected alternative to maximize net public 
benefits. 

Plan - The use of pesticides is discouraged in riparian areas to avoid potential impacts to water quallty. 

This concern is evaluated carefully during the preparahon of an environmental assessmenl for any proposed 
treatment in riparian areas 

Letter 3658 

Response 

Letter 2899 

Response 

I would like to see major changes made to alternative #8 These changes Include more clearcutting, higher 
ASQ, more suitable acres, more acres available for wildlde management work and less new road construction 

Alternatives 2,4,5,7 and 12 contain more sudable acres, a higher ASQ, more clearcutting, more acres available 
for wildlife habltat improvements and less new road construction than the Forest Service preferred alternative 
These alternatives are considered in detail in the FEiS and will be selected as the Revised Pian by the hgional 
Forester if d is determined that one of them *maximizes net public benefits'. 

In general, I support the FS's proposed Alt 8 I believe d is an alt whioh would protect the biological resources 
of the forest. In particular, the establishment of areas deslgnated as 'Special Biological Areas' and 'Remcte 
Highlands.. The unique biological communhes represented in Ulese areas should be preserved for future 
generations, and this is ajob which can only be accomplished on public lands 

The establishment of special biological areas and the recogndion of 'Remote Highlands' are two of the best 
examples of how Alternative 8A is using an ecological approach to management 

Alternative 8 Acceptable H Revised 
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Letters 2453,2454.2455,2625,2795,2786.2797.2798.27SS, 2800,28Ot, 28M,2803,2804,2805,3091,3092,32~. 3249.3250,3251, 
3252.3253,3254.3255.3258.3257,3258,3259,3260,3261,3262.3263,3264,3265,3266,3267,3268,~, 3270,4152,4153,4154, 
4155 

Alternative 8 wHh revlslons. recommended by The Wllderneas Society, adequately provides for all multlple 
uses. 

Letters 2905, 4159,4160,4161,4162,4163,4164, 4165,4166, 4167,4166, 4169, 4170, 4171 
AiiernaUve 8 seems to be a good compromise management plan - allowlng ample timber harvesting while 
stressing other values and the 'multlpleuses' of the Forest. 

Anernallve 8 provides wlse management of all the forest resources and Is the one I supporl Do not Increase the 
timber to be harvested. 

Akernatlve 8Awas formulated In response to the belief that people want and need awlder array of uses, values, 
products and condltlons from the Forest than In the past 

Letter 4232 

Response 

Letter 1558 In the event that An. 3 Is not chosen, we request that the preferred an be modified to Incorporate: 1) Manage 
all roadless areas so that they maintain their roadleas status pending wilderness study or deslgnatlon, especlally 
Laurel Fork, Ramseys Drat Add, Lmle RNer, MI. Pleasant, Skldmore Fork. 2) End roadbuildlng In the GWNF and 
reclaim unnecessary roads. Roads fragment habdal and destroy the wilderness character of the forest. 3) Close 
all A N  trails and eliminate all plans for building more A N  trails. AN6 are a consumptive use of forest land 
Incompatible wnh all other recreational uses. 4) Timber harvesting should be phased out ovarthe lde of the 10yr  
plan. Logging should be immediately limned to areas adjacent to exlsting roads Only selection and group 
selection sllvlcunural techniques should be used. 5) RaperIan areas should be protected from erodon by 
mandatory 100-fi buffer strips on each side ofevery stream. No exceptions permmlng logging In riparian areas 
should be allowed 6) WildlHe mgt should not be narrowly tailored l o  game species In order l o  protect old 
growth andlor wilderness-dependent specles. the GWNF should be managed to preserve all remalnlng old 
growth and provide as much uninterrupted roadless habitat as possible. 

Ailernallve 9 would accomplish these objectives This alternative is considered in detail In lhe FEIS and will be 
selected as the Revised Forest Plan H it is ldentdied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefb 

Response 

Letters737,1150,t187.1166.1169,1190,1191,1192,1t93,1387,1388.1389,1532,1533,1723,19yl,t935.1936,1937,1938,1939. 
1940,t941,t~2,2129,2130,2131,2t32,2t33,2134,2135,2136,2137,2~~,2t46,2~47,2444,2445,246,2447,2448,2449,2450, 
2760,2761.2762,3089,3090,3295,3294.3295.3296,3297,3298,3299,33w, 3301,3302,5303,3504,3305,3306,3307,3308,3309, 
3310,3311,33t2,3513,~14,3315,3316.3317.3318,33t9,4068,4073,4074,4075 

No salvage In roadless or biological areas. Dofmiion of salvage needs to be clardied. Salvage should consist 
only of Imber certlt;ably valuable as sswthbar 

The definnion of selvage is 'foggy' Salvage should take place only along existing roads end only high qualw 
timber (sawtimber) should be salvaged. Preemptive salvaging should be prohibned No one can accurately tell 
where they gypsy moth is going to strike, so why cut lieas before the predator attacks them? No saivage 
activltles should taka place in Management Areas 4, 6, 6.9, I O .  13, 14, and 18 

No salvaging should be dono in Management Areas 4, 6, 8. 9. 10, 13, 14, and 18. salvaging should be done 
for high qualily sawtimber only. along exdng roads in other monagement eraas Premortalily salvaging should 
not be practiced, since no one really knows what tho rate of mortality caused by gypsy moths wlll be Give a 
clear definition of salvage in the Plan. 

The standards for salvoge have been changed In the Revised Plan to allow haNest lo: 1. utilize high value 
products. 2. provide for public safety. 3 provide for scenic rehabildation. and 4. meet demand for tag fuelwood. 
New standards describe restrictions in a11 or portions of several management areas. 

Ailernalives 11 and 13 hove bean formulated to respond to concorns from individuak and organizations thai 
Alternative 8 needod adiuslments to respond lo biological issues Among lhese adjustments is the limning of 
salveging of timber to dead or dying treos along roadsides. The purpose of salvage 1s limned to (1) corroctlng 
safety hazards (prevonting trees from falling Into the road). (2) rohab,litotlng eny severely damaged vlewsheds 
and (3) maintaining or enhonclng hab tat for threatenod. endongerod. and sensrhve species. 

Letler 2666 

Letter 2755 

Response 
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Anernatives 11 and 13 are considered in detail in the FElS and one of them wlll be selected as the R e v i d  Plan 
by the Regional Forest if lt is identdied as the aiternatwe that maximizes net public beneflts. 

Letter 2755 In soma of the game management areas the recommended open road densrbj is too high. We suggest 114 mile 
per thousand acres. Adding roads will simply open the area to more poaching ll existing roads exceed 114 per 
thousand acres, work toward closins some of these roads to comply wdh the standard. Reduce own road 

Response 

densrbj in turkey habitat to one m ib ie r  thousand acres. 

Aiiernatives 11 and 13 have been formulated to respond to concerns from lndhrlduals and organizations that 
Alternative 8 needed adjustmenis to respond to biological Issues Among these adjustments 1s the allocation of 
management area prescriptions in Management Areas 14 and 15 that contain dlfferent road stsndards. The 
open road densrbj for Management Area 14 is no morethan 114 mile per 1 ,ooO acres and for Management Area 
15 no more than one mile per 1,oOO acres 

Anernalive 11 is considered in detail in the FElS and will be seleoted as the Revised Plan by the Regional Forest 
d k is dentifwd as the akernaiive that maximizes net pubis beneflts 

Lener 4288 Plan -The needforwildlde openings should be considered wNnin the context of lhe landscape, as well as, within 
the context of adjacent lands 

The need for wiidlde openings is Considered in the context of the overall habltat ObjectNes of any management 
area and the existing habitat skuation Considering private farmland as providing the needed habttat for early 
successional wildlife species is somewhat impractical Many farmers consider these animals as peels and strive 
to eliminate them from their lands. lt Is inappropriate to expect these landowners to provide habnat for species 
that are being hunted on the George Washlngton National Forest 

Response 

Letter 3941 Recommended changes are organized north to south along the A.T. and cross-referenced by letter to the 
specific map areas on the anached Map #2 

Management Areas are areas of the Forest 'with similar management objectives and a common management 
prescription' (FSM 1905, WO Amendment 1900.91-3) The 1982 NFMA regulations define management pre- 
scrlplions as practices permfied 'cn a speclfic area to attain multiple-use and other goals and objectives (36 
CFR 219.3)' Forest Plans are required to contain 'multipleuse prescriptions and associated standards and 
guidelines for each management area' [36 CFR 219 11 (c)] In essence, Forest Plans establlsh management 
areas and associated direction (standards and guidelines) for particular areas of the Forest. For furlher discua 
sion of management area prescriptlons, the reader is encouraged to read FElS Appendix E. 

The concept of muniple use recognizes that not every muniple use can necessarily be accommodated on the 
sametract of national forest land In working with various individuals, groups, organizations and agencies, 22 
management areas which emphasize dlfferent mixtures cf management practices that compliment or enhance 
compatible resource values have been developed. These 22 management areas provided a broad range of 
prescriptions for the analysis. 

Public input influenced land allocations io the 22 Management Areas These allocations vary greatly by 
anernalive and strongly reflect public preferences. The public was afforded the opportunrbjto provide informa- 
tion on potential management area allocations which offered the best resolution of Issues wnhin dlfferent 
alternatives As a resun of this effort. the maps anached lo  this FElS show each alternative's management area 
allocations See also the FEIS. Chapter 2, for the acreage in management areas by alternative 

Based on public comments, some management area boundaries or allocations were revised in AHernaiwes 6, 
7, EA. 9, 11 and 13. Responses to speclfic recommendations for changing a management area boundary or 
allocation of an anernalive are discussed under each specdlc ccmment 

In the record of decision, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate muture 
of uses, values, products and condltions in the alternative to sewe as the Revised Plan However, no single 
factor, such as management area allocations, will lead to this selection 

Response 
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Letter 2066 I believe Alternative 8 should be moddied in various aspects to Improve the balance between various multiple- 
use actlvlties. I would not recommend moving to another akernatlve (such as Aiternatlve 12) 

The Forest Servlce is moving away from the concept that the nahonal forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource products. This concept Is being replaced wlth the realization 
that national forest must be managed scientdlcally to best achieve the goals, objectives and future conditions 
desired by the American people. 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and wanta wldervarlety of uses, values, products and condltions 
from the Forest than In the past. Not everyone agrees that the agency should provide for all of these needs and 
wants The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced 
egainst the needs and values which are foregone wlth such development 

Akernatlve 12 provides a mixture of goods and SBNIC~S based on the tradltlonal concept of multiple u6e 
management. In particular, timber management, motorized recreation use and providing habltat for earb 
successional wildlife species are emphasized more than In the Forest Service preferred alternative 

In the record of decision forthe FEE. the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropri- 
ate mixture of uses, values, products and conditions in the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan 

Resvonse 

Letier 3699 

Response 

Too great an expansion of off-road motor vehicle use. 

Alternative 0A has been formulated in the FEiS The number of A N  routes has been decreased from five to four 

Letter 3977 The draft plan does not address the full potential for environmental education programming In the Forest The 
George Washington is to be commended for pulling forth an ambltious interpretive program Further develop 
this Into a serious environmental education mission. There Is a critical need to develop both ecological llteracy 
and an appreciation of stewardship in our society. A prototypical educational system might consist of. a 
leisure-based interpretive program, a technical extension program, and a school partnership education pro- 
gram This Is consistent with the public policy intent of the recent Environmental Education Act and is a logical 
and necessaty extension of the Forest's mission of public service and land management. Include a policy 
statement Initiating the development of an environmental education program. 

The George Washington is to be commended for puUing forth an ambitious interpretive program Further 
develop this Into a serious environmental education mission There is a crltlcal need to develop both ecological 
llteracy and an appreciation of stewardship in our society A prototypical educational system might consist of' 
a leisure-based interpretive program, a technical extension program, and a school partnership education 
program This is consistent with the public policy Intent of the recent Environmental Education Act and 1s a 
logical and necessary extension of the forest's mission of public service and land management I suggest that 
this Forest Plan include a policy statement initiating the development of an environmental education program 

Environmental education is an imporlant component of 'Foundations', a collection of interpretlve programs 
proposed In Appendix C of the Revised Forest Plan Goal #2 on page G7 includes environmental education 
Three facilities are proposed to provide this type of interpretation. Lake Moomaw Interpretive Center (pg C-20). 
Powell's Fort Environmental Education Camp (pg '2-36) and Augusta Springs Environmental Education Center 
(pg C.40) One intent of 'Foundations' is that it will be a dynamic and evolving document in which material is 
added or deleted as new ideas are presented and considered. There will be further opportundies for public 
involvement and comment at the project level for the development of various interpretive programs and 
taclllties 

Letter 4242 

Response 
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Letter 1162 We support Ait 8. However, we recommend some minor changes Liberty Unw requests that the Rocky Row 
drainage area of the Pedlar currently MA17 be changed to MA16 whloh will provideviewshed protection along 
the AT. on Lmle Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row, and Bluff Mtn. We would prefer that the area around Tarjacket 
Ridge, Maintop Mt, and Spy Rock be changed from MA1 to MA13 which would provide viewshed protection for 
the AT. and would provide opportunitles for dispersed recreation 

Letter 1672,- 
Wlth some minor modifications, AR. 6 m a s  closest to sewing the people's bast interest. Change the Pack$ 
Row Run drainage area from en area 17 to an area 16 This will help preserve the *nature experience' for the 
many recreational users of this area. Change the area around Spy Rock and Tarjacket Ridge from an area 1 to 
an area 13. This will help preserve this pristine area for future generattons to experience. Change the area 
around Sherando Lake from en area 14 to en area 13 This is Its present use and lt is working very well 

Letter 1999,3542,4246 
I request that the Rocky Row Run drainage area of the Pedlar District currently listed 88 Management Area 17 
be changed to MA 16 which will provide viewshed protectlon along the A.T. on Lmle Rocky Row, Big Rocky 
Row, and Bluff Mountain 

Letter 1999,3542,4246 
I prefer that the area around Tarjacket Ridge, Maintop Mountain, and Spy Rock be changed from MA 1 to MA 
13 which would provide viewshed protection for the A T  end would provide opportunnies for dispersed 
recreation 

I am very strongly in support of AR 8 with the following minor changes. The Rocky Row Run drainage area of 
the Pedlar Dist currently listed as MA17 should be changed to MA16, providing viewshed protection alongthe 
AT on Little Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row and Bluff Mtn. The area around Tarjacket Ridge. Maintop Mtn and Spy 
Rock should be changed from MA1 to MA13, providing viewshed protection forthe AT and for opportunrties for 
dispersed reo 

The Rocky Row Run drainage area of the Pedlar District be changed to MA 16. 

The area around Tarjacket Ridge, Maintop Mountain, and Spy Rock be changed from MA-! to MA-I3 

Moddy Alternative 8 to Improve viewshed protection along the Appalachian Trail in the Buff Mountain, Tarjacket 
Ridge, and Spy Rock areas 

Letter 21?36 

Letter 2009 

Lener 2009 

Letter 2921 

Letters 2261. 2570 
I support Alternative No. 6 with several suggestions for minor changes. I request that the Rocky Row Run 
drainage area of the Pedlar District currently listed as MA 17 be changed to MA 16 whloh will provide viewshed 
protection along the AT on LMie Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row and Bluff Mountain I prefer that the area around 
TarJackat Ridge, Maintop Mountain, and Spy Rock be changed from MA 1 to MA 13 which would provide 
viewshed protection for AT. and would provide opportunrties for dispersed recreation. 

The Rocky Row drainage area should not be classified as MA17 If ltwere instead a MAW, viewsheds along the 
Appalachian Trail would be preserved along Little Rocky Row, Big Rocky Row and Bluff Mountain (3) H the 
areas around Tarjacket Ridge, Maintop Mtn and Spy Rock were to be classified MA13, they would provide a 
greater opportunity for dispersed recreation 

These lands are bounded by the Mount Pleasant area, the Priest Wilderness, and the Appalachian Trail, and 
they have a recognized potential for dispersed recreation Alternative #I4 of the Draft Forest Plan proposes 
most of this area for designation as Management Area #I3 Designation of these lands as Management Area 
X I 3  would encourage the Forest Service and private organizations involved in dispersed-recreation manage 
ment to formulate and carry out projects to realize the potential of this area for accommodating dispersed 
recreational use 

Lener 3764 

Letter 3941 
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Letter SS41 This Is particularly Important where these areas ere viewed from major vlawpolnts along the Appalachian Trail, 
such as Big Rocky Row, Fuller Rocks, and the summn of Bluff Mountain. This objective can be met by changing 
those sensltlve sections l o  Management Area Xt6, which carries a partial retention V W ,  or by including a 
standard In the management prescription for Management Area Xt7 to require partial retention V W s  In 
middieground areas viewed from the A T  The only change would be e slight increase in the visual qualily 
objective, resulting In imle or no change In the timber outputs from this area (depending on harvest methods) 
and a slgniticant Increase In protection of the scenic values of the Appalachian Trail, 

This recommendation Is consistent wlth the overell theme of the preferred aiiernatlve. The management area 
eilocetlon has been changed in the preferred anernalive to correspond with the recommendation 

Response 

Letter 3707 I am concerned about capture of timber value from Gypsy moth defoliation and additional road construction 
within the Forest 

As discussed In Chapter 2 of the Revised Plan, the Forest Service preferred alternative parmlts salvaging In 
'roaded' areas where It 1s ewnomically feasible and has a much smaller road construction program 

Response 

Leners 3985,3986 
The timber harvests which will be allowed on the margins of Crawford Mountain are unnecessary for wlldllfe 
habltat development 8s there ere plenty of openings in the forest, edge habltat, and younger forest on the 
private lands surrounding GWNF 

Prior to any timber harvesting for wifdlife, an environmental assessment is prepared This analyzes currani 
habitats and documents the needs and beneflts provided for by a variety of potential actions 

Response 

THE MIX OF GOODS AND SERVICES Multiple Use Management 

Letter 5535 

Response 

I f  you have any concern for the ne* generahon, do not yield to the interest of one gmup of users 

The Forest Service is finding that people went and need awlder array of uses, values, products end condltions 
from the Forest than in the past. Alternative 8A has been formulated to s e w  as a land and m o ~ f f i e  manage 
ment plan that will provide the optimum mixture of uses, values, products and condltions consistentwlthfederai 
laws, agency policies, resource capabillties and public Issues. 

Letters 7W, 1886 
Maximize protection of fsh, birds, and wildlife: watersheds: non-motorized recreailonal values: and to minlmlze 
the destruction timber cuiting causes to those values 

I am writing to urge the USFS to manage the GWNF to give better protection of b fish. birds, and wildlife: to 
improve the care of watersheds, to further non-motorized values: end to reduce the damage timber cutting 
causes 

Wildife, watersheds, and non-Intrusive recreatlonal uses are the primary resources and needs that deserve 
protection. AN'S and timbering Interests need to learn to look primarily to private lands to satisfy their economic 
and recreational needs due to the environmental damage their activlties create on national forest land 

The Forest Serdce preferred alternative emphasizes late successional and remote wildlife habitat, watershed 
protechon. and non-motorized recreation opportunities to a greater degree than in the past This emphasis Is 
accomplished, however, in a multiple use context where other uses, values, products and conditions are also 
provided. 

Letter 867 

Letter 1 154 

Response 
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Letters 20,131 
I think no more land should be placed In a singleuse management category. 

I support a multiple use plan which would make the best use of the forest This would allow the Umber to be 
managed appropriately lo produce a sustained yield of raw material while also permining a wlde array of 
recreational oppoltunlties and other uses There is already too much land locked up under single use cats 
gorles, which In the long run. will not be of benefit to anyone 

Letter 150 

Len= 3573,3614,3575 
Ahernawe 8 is nota multipleuse plan Timber management provides benefits for all forest users. Your preferred 
alternative only considers 24% of the forest suitable for management 

There seems to be an Impression that multipleuse management requires that lands be suitable for timber 
production This 1s a misinterprelation of the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act Lands not sullable for limber 
productlon ara not ‘single-use managemenr any more than lands suitable for timber productlon are. 

Response 

Letter 2234 

Letter 2322 

LMer 3627 

More primltive roads need to be opened for motorized access These roads are true multipleuse items 

Multiple use can only be served by access Even a park needs roads and trails. 

I do not believe limlting the land base, tothe level suggested in Alternative 8, for forest products is awise choice. 
Wlth sound forest management techniques, many resources can be managed simultaneously on the same 
acreage. 

Letters 4244,4256 
The Forest should be managed for wlse accessible use through multiple use management 

The concept of multiple use management recognizeathat not every multiple use can necessarily be accomm* 
dated on each acre of the naiional forest. Forest access is one of the malor issues which will be considered In 
deciding on the alternative to be the Revised Plan 

Response 

Letter 2 

Letter 73 

Keep the forest open for MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT 

We must also resist attempts to put large acreages of land Into singleuse designation To do so would allow 
exclusion of many users against federal mandates and hinder many facets of forest management 

(Draft Plan) would be placing too much land in a single use mgmt category 

We are now looking at single use as the prevailing policy Let‘s maintain multiple-use: the national forests are 
publicly owned. taxpayer owned, and should be demonstration areas that include something for everyone 

Multlpleuse, when practiced properly, is an excellent Idea We are seeing more and more acreage belng put 
Into single-use management with harvesting forbidden in these areas People need to realize that harvested 
areas can have multiple uses Absolutely no more land should be placed In singleuse management categories 

Letters383,768,769, no, 847, w.84~.850,851,921, szz, SI, m, 9 9 3 , 1 1 ~ ,  1is,i196,1305,14sa, i500,1501,im, 1503, 

Letter 74 

Letler 136 

Letter 184 

1504,15O5,1506,1542,1616,1708,1709,1710,1711,1712,1713,1714,1715,1716,1724,~79,x)8o,2081,~,2083,2084,2443, 
3101,31(M,31W.3104,3105.3106.3107,3108.3109,3110,3111,3112.3113,3323.3324.3325,4083.4084.4085,4086,4087.4088, 
4089,4090,4091 

Alternative 8 is not in the best interest of the Forest Simply carving up the forest is to abandon Integrated 
multiple-use management in favor of a polmcal soluhon 

AR 8 would merely carve up the forest This would abandon integrated multiple use mgt and turn to a simple 
poltical solution 

Letter 765 
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Letter 861 

Letter 874 

Letter lo60 

Leiier 2635 

Lener 3831 

Letter 3976 

Response 

The multipleuse concept should not be subdivided into separate alternative plans b this happens, a Forest Is 
no longer managed by resource expelts who make resource decisions and judgments, It 18 only 'overseen' by 
caretakers 

I am a National Forest user Interested in the multiple benefda derived from awell-managed forest. I have rldden 
my mountain bike on closed timber sale roads and I have seen the biological merits of clearcuttlng, thinning, 
and sheltewood harvests. I have seen turkey, grouse, deer, and bear browsing in these slivlcutturally manlpu- 
lated areas 

The Council recommends selection of Alternative 12 which provides a much better opportunlty l o  meet the 
forest's multiple-use goals. 

By apparently giving In l o  the popular perception that varied uses must be exclusive, the Forest Service 
abdicates a professional responsibility to plan for the integratlon of uses to the greatest extent possible to 
provide maximum net benefittothe public at large lnchoosingtodedicate asmall portion ofthe foresttotimber 
harvestlng. rather than to plan for integration of haNesilng wiih other uses, a taclt decision 18 made to deprNe 
a region dominated by federal ownership of badly needed jobs and economic development opponunky 

Allow mulple-use management on all the forest except SMAs and existing Wilderness Aress. 

I support Allernalive #12 I abhor the view that our National Forest are to be managed wrth the view that all uses 
must be exclusive without regard to acreage, and submit to you the nation of integration of all forest actNrtles 
on theentireforest Through management and planning we can maintain both biologicalvalueswhile praotlcing 
some level of economic benefrt. 

Section 4 of the MUSYA provides the followlng definrtion. 

'Multiple use' means the management of all the various resources on the national forest so that they are 
utilized in the combination that best meet the needs of the American people: making the most ludiclous 
use of the land for some or all of these resources or related servIces over areas large enough to provide 
sufficient latltude for periodic adjustmants in use to conform to changing needs and condltlons: that 
some land will be used for less than all of the resources, and harmonious and coordinated management 
of the various resources. each with the other, wlrhout the impairment of the productivlty of the land. wlth 
consideration being given l o  the relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unrt output: 

Thus, the concept of multiple use recognizes that not evely multiple use can necessarily be accommodated on 
the same tract of natianal forest land 

In working wlth various Individuals. groups, organizations and agencies, the ID Team has developed 22 
management areas which emphasize different mlxtures of management practices that complement or enhance 
compatible resource uses Rather than carving up the Forest based on a simple polrtlcal solution. these 
management areas contain mixtures of compatible resource practices. They are Integrated In the sense that all 
of the Compatible management practices (with associated standards) in any management area prescription are 
designed l o  achieve the objectives of that management area In some of the management areas. regulated 
timber harvesting, system road conshuotion and/or motorized recreation use may not be useful in achievingthe 
'desired future condition' of the given management area This does not mean that such management areas 
should be labeled as 'single use managemen? 

Letter 4030 

Response 

Nerther alternative allows for sustained yield; however, plan 12 Is the lesser evil of the two 

Section 4 of the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA) provides the following definlrlon. 

'Sustained yield of several products and SBNICBS' means the achievement and maintenance In perpetu- 
ky of a high level of annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources ofthe national 
forests wrthout Impairment of the productivity of the land ' 

Recent lltlgation has resulted in the ruling thatthe Forest Service is under no legal obligation to offer timber The 
following paraaraph from a decision on an appeal of a land and resource management Plan presents the . .  - .  
agency posrtion on this matter 
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The National Forest Management Act then tied the Secretary of Agriculture's broad discretion to sell timber to 
the multiple-use concept Thus, in order to achieve the purposes of the MultlplbUsa Sustalnedzlield Act, the 
Secretary may sell timber In addltlon, the court held the National Forest Management Aci  and the MUWA 
indicate that the National Forests are not to be managed primarily to produce aoonomic benefit&' 

Letter 145 

Letter 181 

Lener 949 

Letter 2241 

Lener 2338 

Letter 2610 

Letter 2914 

Response 

Timber harvesting, far from being excluslve of other, equally valid uses of the forest, makes a posHive contribu- 
tion to those uses Modern forestry values the multiple-use concept where In timber harvesting 1s integral to 
creation of wildlife habltat, dispersed and concentrated recreation, and the maintenance of overall biological 
diverslty Wesivaco's own success In applying intensive timber management while providing wlldllfe and 
recreation resources on our own lands is testimony to the practicallty of this concept 

The plan does not provide for an integration of compatible uses, I e ,  blend. 

I can see no reason why the practice of good forestry cannot enhance our wood Industry, wlldlfe, wilderness, 
air, soil. water, hunting, fishing, birding, and hiking Maybe wlth stringent administrative control, even range and 
mining and A N s  

All the other uses of the forest can be compatible wrth this use 

Timber harvesting makes a posltive contribution to the other valid uses of the forest through modern forestry 
which emphasizes the concept of muitiple-use wherein timber harvesting is integral to creation of wildlde 
habitat, dispersed and concentrated recreation. and the maintenance of overall biological diversdy. 

Timber harvesting, far from being exclusive of other, equally valid uses of the forest, makes a posltive contribu- 
tion to those uses Modern forestry values the munlple-use concept wherein ttmber harvesting is integral to 
oreation of wildlife habtiat, dispersed and concentrated recreation, and the maintenance of overall blologlcal 
diversity 

Massive withdrawals of potentially productive land should not take the place of diligent planning and manage- 
mentthat maintains the desired biological values while producing some level of goods and services Integration 
of activities should be pursued. 

The Forest has been working closely with Indivlduals, groups, organizations and other agencies to develop 
management areas that permit management practices which are compatible with management area objectnres 
There are clearly stiuations where certain management practices are incompatible wlih some management area 
objectives Timber harvesting, road construction and motorized recreation use are elther pattlally or wholly 
compatible wlth management areas that emphasize timber, wildllfe (predominately game species) and motor- 
ized recreation They are either incompatible. or compatible in Iimlied circumstances, wlth management areas 
that emphasize remote recreation, area-sensltive species, unique biological communities, wilderness and 
special management areas 

Letter 1061 

Letter 1253 

Letter 1257 

Letter 1 W 

Letier 2694 

In reviewing the other alternatives, number 12 represents the best for muliiple-use as more efficient cutting 
system (more volume) and less acres 

An alternative which addresses multiple use in a much more comprehensive manner can be developed 
Alternative 12 is one such alternative 

I urge you to reconsider the GWNF recommended all, or alter It to include much more timber harvest This an 
Is nota oompromise plan, and the lack of balance In the plan wlll only harm theforedihe wildlifeandthe people 
who use rt 

Our National Forest have been and should continue to be managed for muttiplbuse forest resource6 Only 
Alternative 12 comes close to providing a full range of goods and services including timber, recreation. 
wilderness, minerals, range, and wildlife habitat 

Our area [Pedlar District) is isolated from the rest of the forest. and the plan does not offer a balance of 
management options to these citizens Around 75% of all National Forest acreage should be managed primarily 
for wildlife. bmber, and recreation 
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M e r  3831 Place a heavy emphasis on the recommendations made by the people whose livelihood depends on your 
forest, 

The Forest Service Is moving away from the concept that the national forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing cetlain natural resource products This concept Is being replaced wlth the reaiizalion 
that national forests must be managed scientifically to best achieve the goals, objectives and future conditions 
desired by the American people 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want a wldervariety of uses, values, products and conditions 
from the Forest than in the past No1 everyone agrees that the agency should provide for all of these needs and 
wants The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the George Washlngion 
National Forest must be balanced against the needs and values which are foregone wlth such development. 

Alternative 12 provides a miwture of goods and services based on the traditional concept ot mukiple use 
management. In particular, limber management, motorized recreation use end providing habtat for early 
successionel wildlde species are emphasized more than In the Forest Service preferred alternative 

In the record of decision forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the approprl- 
ate mixture of uses, values, products and condltlons in the anernatwe to serve as the Revised Plan. 

Response 

Letter 1074 The Draft Plan includes unnecessary new roads, excessive allowance for timber harvesting and insufficient 
protection for wildllfe and streams. 

A range of alternatives were developed which covers the spectrum of providing for multiple uses. The preferred 
alternative was chosen to provide for the best mix of uses, products, values and condltions desired by the 
public. 

Response 

t 

Letter 1424 

Response 

What has happened to the sustained yield-muhipie use plan forthe forest? That was a good plan for everyone 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want a widervarieiy of uses, values, products and conditions 
from the Forest than in the past The 1986 Plan emphasized the tradltional mlXture of muniple uses It was not 
sufficiently responsiveto the changes in public needs and wants. k also is not in concertwlth emerging national 
policies that have led to the agency prioriiy on ecosystem management 

Letter 186 

Letter 2306 

Letter 3734 

Akernative 12 could provide for multiple uses d reasonable levels of timber production were Included 

National Forests should furnish a continuous supply of limber 

I support multiple-use and maximum timber harvest In the GW National Forest, using proven forest management 
principles 

A given level of timber harvesting is not de facto an indication of multiple use management. The alternatives 
provide different mixtures of multiple uses, but each alternative complieswlth the Multiple Use. Sustained Meld 
A d  

Response 

Letter 3742 As currently wrillen, MA 17 is a single use prescription for the GWNF, and may vlolate the Multiple-Use/ 
Sustained Yield Act. It should either be rewritten to provide for muniple use management or lt should be 
dropped from use 

There should not be a MA 17 for timber only. this does not relate lo AH. #8 philosophy. De-emphasize MA 17 
and change l o  MA 15 and MA 16 instead 

As wrmen In MA 17 appears to suggest a single use concept rather than a multipleuse view 

M MA 17 finds Its way into the new plan by some distortion of Ai l  #8 philosophy then - no new roads in MA 17, 
do ell logging off existing roads using temporary roads and skid trails 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3840 
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Response Management Area 17 1s not any different than any other management area In concept It features timber 
management on the higher qualrty accessible sltes but also provides for wildllfe habitat, early succeaslonal 
species. and a variety of recreation uses for non motorized and motorized users, Including hunting and viewing 
scenery. Not every use has to be provided for in every management area 

Letter 4022 

Letter 4241 

Response 

I am an advocate of multlple use and sustained yield mgmt and for taking a good look at the economic impact, 
88 well as, environmental impact of decisions affecting our natural resources 

The Wilderness Soclety 1s encouraged by the Forest Service's use of New Perspectrves on the OW. 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Letter 73 

Letter 2329 

Response 

The national forests are supposed to be working forests whlch provide for the activlties of a wide array of users 
and provide timber sales whlch directly beneflt the local area They are not parks where everything is to be 
untouched and unused. 

Manage to maximize the long term needs of both the industrlal communrty and the recreational community 

The Forest Service is finding that people want and need a wider array of uses, values, products and conddions 
from the Forest than in the past Not everyone agrees that the agency should respond to all of these needs and 
wants. 

Letter 366 

Response 

Timber management and wildllfe wdh proper management both will still be here for generations to come. 
Timber is a renewable resource. 

In managing the Forest using an ecological approach, the Forest Service has not abandoned Its belief that 
timber and wlldllfe are renewable resources There are clearly circumstances, however, where timber and 
wildlde management are inconsistent with achieving other desirable uses, values, products and conditions 

Letter 983 

Letter 985 

Letter 1066 

Letter 1285 

Letter 1361 

Letter 1338 

Letter 1372 

Letter 1464 

Letter 2G25 

Letter 2198 

I fully support the mgt of the GWNF being based on the multipleuse concept. 

I am particularly Interested in maintaining a policy of allowing multiple uses of our forest land and I am 
concerned wtth the limltations of suggested An 8 of the plan 

We have a good rapport wdh all the people using the forest under the multi-use concept and feel d should be 
continued. where at all practical. 

I am In favor of providing a full range of services including timber production, recreation, wildllfa habnat and 
other uses that are compatible with the forest 

The GWNF should be providing a complete range of muniple uses to all users 

An 8 falls short of addressing all the vital resource concerns of the GWNF. This ail plan does not adequately 
address the mgt of the Forests' single most important renewable resource -timber The large reduction in 
acreage suitable for timber production is inappropriate. 

I do think the NFs should be managed for multiple use to beneflt citizens 

An 8 is a singleuse designation which goes against the FS's multiple use principle 

We believe the National Forests should be managed for muniple use 

I want the forest to be managed for mukiple use, not for biological diversrty, sensltive species. and the 
minorities 
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Letter 2569 

Letter 2662 

Letter 3683 

Our publlc forests must be managed responsibly to serve multiple purposes that are compatible and balanced 

Alternative 8 requires singlsuse management that violates the laws and princlples governing national forests. 

A forestw plan should Incorporate both the concept of conservation and the concept of multipleuse manags 
men1 of all the natural resources of the area In question. We do not believe Alternatrve #E does this 

The Board supports the multi-use concept 

The NF should be managed for the multiple use 

In general, the App Trail Conf is pleased wlth the An 8 plan of action chosen by the Forest and detailed In the 
draft plan We feel that this plan offers a balanced blend of mgml that produces a range of beneflts for the 
'owners' of this public land-the present and future generations of American cl1izans. We believe that a number 
of refinements could be made to clarify the forest plan's intent. 

The Forest Service Is finding that people need and wantawider array of uses, values, products and condltions 
from the Forest than in the past These addltional multiple uses include environmental and soclal values not 
tradltionally identdied as multiple uses Such an ldentdicalion, however, is not inconsisten1 wlth the definltion 
of 'multiple use in Section 4 of the the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA). 

Letter 3711 

Letter 3751 

Letter 3941 

Response 

'Multiple use' means the management of all the various resources on the national forest so that they ara 
utilized in the combination that best meet the needs of the American people, making the most judicious 
use ofthe land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide 
sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and condltlons: that 
some land will be usedfor lessthan all ofthe resources, and harmonious and coordinated management 
of the various resources, each with the other, without the impairment of the productivity of the land, wlth 
consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unlt output' 

Alternative 8A was developed in recognition that besides the traditional multiple uses of limber, wildlife and 
motorized recreation, the Forest Service needs to provide amenlty values, such as aesthetics and remote, 
non-motorized recreation, as well as environmental condltions that promote healthy, diverse lands and water 
In providing this wider array, Alternative 8A is not fostering 'slngle use managemenr but Is a 'multiple use' 
alternative 

Letters383, 768,769,647,648, 649,850,851.921,922,991.992.993,1194,1195,1196, 1499. 15w. 1501, 1502. 1503. 1504, (505, 
1506,1542,1616,1708.1709,t710.1711,~712,1713,1714,1715,1716,1724,2079,2080,XKI1,X)82,X)83,20&1,2443,3101,31M, 
3103,3t04,3105,3106,3107,3108,3109,3110,3111.3112,3113,3323,3324,3325,4083,4084,4085,4086,4M)7,4088,4089,4090, 
4091 

Timber harvesting is integral lo  creation of wildl.fe habitat. dispersod end concentrated recreation, and the 
maintenanco of overall biological d,versity 

The use of modern forest management pract.ces will posdively impact recreation, biological diversity and 
posdively impact economic gain in tho [Rockbridge] County. 

Timber harvestmg does not conflict with many other uses of the forest that I support These Including hiking, 
backpacking, horseback riding, mountain bicycling. hunting and fishing 

The use of modern forest mgt practices will posdively impact wildlde habltat, dispersed and developed 
recreation, biological d,verstty and posit~ely impact economio gain in the county. 

Timber harvesting Is one of the most cost oHec1,ve ways of creatng early SuccessIonaI wildlde habltat. Timber 
harvesting does not ContribJto directly to creating dispersed or developed rocrontion opportunlties. Timber 
harvesting can be usod to maintain species richness (one of the componcnts of biological dhversity), but lt has 
limded application in malnta1n.ng genetic. species or landscape blodivenity 

Letter 936 

Letter 2891 

Lmer 3617 

Responso 

Letter 2574 Until and unless the ORV and logging communrties commlt themselves to keeping the forest as a long term 
'land of many uses' their access and use of the forest must be curtailed 
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Response 

Letter 369 

Response 

Lener 14 

Response 

The Revised Plan recognizes that OHV use and timber management are legltimate multiple uses that need to 
continue on the Forest 

Multiple-use mgmt.. Alt 8 sets aside over 8w,wO acres (or 80% of the Forestl) to provide for an Isolated, 
overmature forest wlth linle or no vegetative manipulation Only 60,oOO acres (4%) will be managed for tlmber 
production. This is single-use mgmt it will be detrimental tothe health of the Forest, the diverslty of wildlife, the 
economies of surrounding communities, and the visltors l o  the Forest 

Lands not suitable for timber production are not 'single use' management Responses l o  the concerns overthe 
health of the forest, diverslty of wlldllfe and the economies of surrounding counties are contained In Chapter 2 
of the Revised Plan and Chapter 3 and Appendu B of the FElS 

I donY want l o  see anymore areas closed lo  motorized recreation, as special management areas, wilderness, 
eto. Since Congressman Olin refused to introduce to wilderness legislation, the proposed wilderness areas 
should be released for full multiple use management We went the forest managed for wise accessible use 
through muitiple use management 

Although the Revised Plan can allocate roadless areas to avariety of management areas wlth different goals and 
objectives, it cannot 'release them to multiple use management' First, roadless area management, non- 
motorized recreation, wilderness, and special management are all part of multiple use management as much 
as Is motorized recreation, timber halvesting, wildlife management, and watershed protection. Second. release 
language has traditionally been included in wilderness legislation ii would not be appropriate or legal for the 
Revised Plan to attempt l o  accomplish this 

The Regional Forester will select an alternative to serve as the Revised Plan that maximizes the net public 
benefits wlth consideration of all parts of multiple use management, including motorized and non-motorized 
recreation, vegetation management, range, wildlife, watershed, soils, and cultural resources 

Lener laso 

Response 

The Council fully supports the concept of multiple-use management as outlined in the 19W Muitiple-Use 
Sustained-Yield Act and subsequent laws However, the agency must present the correct historical facts to 
Insure that the public recognizes the importance and reaffirmation repeatedly by Congress, of providing the 
'continuous supply of timber for the necessllies of cllizens of the United Slates ' (U S C. Section 475) a mission 
which has existed for over 1 W years The Council is concerned that the agency seems to be drifting away from 
.Its mission, which has been clearly articulated and reaffirmed over the years The consequences of this 
abandonment on dependent communities, companies, and the national interest cannot be ignored 

A quote follows from e lenerfrom the Chief of the Forest Service to all Regional Foresters and Ststion Directors 
Throughout the transition to ecosystem management, forest plan goals, objectives, standards and guidelineP. 
along with timber outputs and other targets, are still relevant We must continue to meet forest plan direction and 
the intent of Congress Furthermore, let me rellerate, ecosystem.menagement is not an end in Itself lt is the 
means we will use to meet society's needs in ways that also restore and sustain healthy. diverse, and productive 
ecosystems ' 

Letter674,96,97,98,99,100,101,102,103,104,105,106,107,1M), 109,110,111,112.113,114,115,116,117,118,119,120,121, 
122, 123,124,125, 126,127, 128,129, 141 

I strongly support the muhiplsuse concept which includes a well planned timber harvesting program 

lt Is imperative that the GW be managed to provide benefits to individuals and groups representative of 
viewpoints across the full spectrum of user ideologies These benefits must include wood fiber, watershed 
protection, habitat enhancement for all species of forest wildlife. protection of unique resources and recreational 
opportunities 

Timber management is recognized as one of the multiple uses permissible on the Forest The Multiple Use - 
Sustained Yield Act. however, does not mandate any particular level of timber harvesting The Forest Service 
preferred alternative is designed to manage the Forest to accomplish multiple use management using an 
ecological approach The issues and concerns of individuals, agencies and organizations are used to help 
determine the appropriate mixture of uses, S ~ N I C ~ S ,  products and condllions that will be offered These 

Letter 730 

Response 
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concerns, however, have to be balanced against agency policies and the ability of lhe Forestto provide desired 
multiple uses while maintaining the diversty and sustainability of ecosystems. 

Letter 3660 This 1s not a mulple-use plan You provide way over 1w% of demand for recreation, yet only 79% of blg game 
demand, and 59% of timber demand This must be balanced out. 

Alternative 8A 1s designed to provide for a wider array of usas, values. product8 and condltions than tradnionally 
recognized as multiple uses. In deciding on the appropriate mMure of multiple uses. the ID Team considered 
values and environmental condltlons which cannot be measured In terms of 'demand' To conclude that 
portions of the Forest should not be allocated to Management Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, E ,  9 or 12 simply because they 
are no1 needed to meet the demand for 'prlmltive non-motorized' recreation use ignoresthe fact that these areas 
are also providing biological values and condillons desired by the public and that development of these areas 
would require exiensive coding that cannot be economically jusllfied on a Forest with a below-cost timber 
program. 

Response 

Letter 2740 I want to see national forest land closed to fireworks, artillery practice, and A N s  and motorcycles. None of these 
belong In a forest1 

Fireworks are not permitted on the Forest. Military use and OHV use are legtimate uses of the Forest. Response 

THE MIX OF GOODS AND SERVICES: Wildllfe Habltai Managemenl 

Letter 891 

Response 

We need l o  protect our wildlde. 

Refer to Chapter 3 of the FElS 

Letters 987, 1314 
Non-game wildlife deselves greater emphasis. 

Letters 1094,1169,1982 
More mgt. emphasis on nongame species: there is too much forest area to be managed for game species. 

Letters 1167,1523,1524,1525,1526,1527,1528,15~, 1530,1531,1730,1731,1732,1943,1~,21~,2149,21~,2151,2152,21~, 
2154,24CO,2401,2764, 2765, 2766, 2767, 3087,3088, 3147, 3143,3149,3150, 4093 

Give more consideration to nongame species. Management directions seem to be entirely directed to game 
speoies. Migratory birds need to be taken into account These populations are showing steady declines. 

Overemphasis on game mgmt to the detriment of nongame wildlife While hunting Is an lmporlant recreation, 
mgt must balance game and nongame needs 

All wildlife Is integral to the sulvival and function of the wilderness, not only the game animals 

Too much emphasls is placed on game mgt. You should do much more for the nongame wildiMe We do not 
need more areas managed for deer Vlrginia has more deer than It needs 

We need to look at species on the decline and work more aggressively to maintain all species, game and 
nongame 

Give more consideration to nongame species 

Letter 1250 

Letter 1 m I  

Letter 1310 

Letter 1318 

Letter 1439 

Letters 1634, ~ 2 5  
Want more consideration given to nongame species: I e,  migratory birds 

Give more consideration to nongame species Migratory birds, showing steady declines, need to be taken Into 
account 

Letter 1671 
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Letter 1684 Emphasis should be on providing maximum habitat for NON-OAME species. Habltet aiteratlon pradces that 
fragment the forest and create edge should be discontinued Finn consideration should be grfen to habitat for 
interior-dwelling species such as neotropical migrant birds and the black bear. 

More attention musi be given to non-game wildllfe, including the protecbon of migration corridors. 

Non-game animals and their habltat need to be gwen more considerabon than is presently planned. 

Wildllfe management, particularly non-game wildllfe, is insufficient 

There should be less emphasis placed on synthetic habltat manipulations which are dlrecied to game species, 
especially deer An emphasis on unfragmented habltat and other non-game species would ba more balanced 

Less game species management Focus on %on-game' species and on the intact ecosystems 

EIS 3-134, paragraph 2 - This discussion of game management - wlldllfe openings is absolutely inadequate. 
Plenty of clearings are created by natural processes - what siudles indicate more are needed? How many 
average acres of openings are created per year by tree senescence? Fire? Ice damage? Storms? Disease? 
Gypsy Moth? How many board feet of timber are to be hauled away from the 6,900 acres proposed to be 
manipulated under Atternative 69 What biological criteria ara used to determine the sue, number, and location 
of these areas? How do the environmental impacis ddfer as a consequence A discussion of fragmentation at 
ddferent scales from a conservation biology perspeciive is necessary here What about adverse edge effects? 
Increased numbers of nest and haiching predators resuit from openings - what are their impacts? There is an 
enormous amount of llterature pertaining to these matters and nationally renown experts are a phone call away. 
Why weren't these sources consulted? 

Letter 2189 

Letter 2738 

Letter 2w 

Letter 3567 

Letter 3744 

Letter 3981 

Letters~~~,1150,1~8~,1188,1~89,~190,11~~,1192,1193,1387,1388,1389,1532,1533,1723,1934,1935,1936,1937,1936,1~. 
1940,1941,1942,2129,2130,2131,2132,2133,2134,2135,2136,2137,2138,2146,2147,2444,2445,2446,2447,2448,2449,2450, 
2760,2761,2762,3089.3090,3293,3294,3295,3~. 3297,3298,3299,3300,3301,3302,3303,3304,3305,3306,3307,3308,3309, 
3310,331 1,3312,3313,3314,3315,3316,3317,331 6,3319,4068,4073,4074,4075 

More mgt. emphasis on nongame species, there is too much forest area to be managed for game species 

Letters887,888,923,QZ4,925,926,1044,1045,1046,1047,1048,1049,1050,1051,1052,1053,1054,1055,1128,1129,1130,1131, 
1132,1133.1134,1135,11~,1174.1206,1207,1208,1X19,1210,1211,1213,1214,1215,1216,1217,1218,1219.1~,1221,1~, 
1223,1224,1225,1226,1349,1359,14W, 1401,1402,14~,1459,1475,1476,1477,1478,1479,1480,1481,1482,1484,1485,14@6, 
1487,1488,1489,149O, 1699,170O. 1701,1702,1703,17~,1705,1706,1707,1915,1916,1917,1918,1919.1920,1921,1922,1~3, 
1924,1~5,1926.1927.1968,1974,2027,2063, 2 W ,  20ffi,2087,xK)8,2089,2090,~1, X52, x193,2094,2395,2096,M97,2098, 
ZCQ9,21W, 2101,2416,2419,2420,2421,2422,2423,2424,2425,2426,2427,2428,2429,2430,2431,2432,2433,2434,2435,2436, 

3097,3098,3099,31W, 3202,3203,3M4.3205,3206,3207,3x18,3~,3210,3211,3212,3213,3214,3215,3216,3217,3218,3219, 
3220,3221,3222,3223,3224,3225,3226,3227,3228,32Z??, 3230,3231,3232,3233,3234,3235,3235,3237,3238,3239,3240,3241, 
3242,3243,3244,3245, 3246,3247,3517,4w4,4095,4096,4097,4098,4w9,41W,4101,4102,4103,4104,4105,4106,4107,4108. 
41~,4110,4111,4112,4113,4114,4115,4116,4117,4118,4119,41 20. 4121,41Z?, 4123,4124,4125,4126,4127,4128,4157,4158. 
4172, 4163, 4231 

Less emphasis should be placed on game management and more on unfragmented habltat for non-game 
species. 

In addition to game mgt , conslderation must also be given to mgi of nongame species such as owls, 
songbirds, salamanders and various plant species Viable populations of these also require unfragmented 
habltat m order to thrrve. 

Game management is emphasized over management for nongame species Make a change in the direction of 
nongame emphasis 

The plan seems to emphasize game managementto excess We would like to see more emphasis on non-game 
species 

2437,2438, ~ w 1 , ~ 4 4 0 , ~ 4 4 1 ,  2701,~769,2~10, z n i ,  2772, 2 ~ 1 3 , z n 4 , 2 ~ 1 5 ,  2776. z m 9  2~18 ,  2836, mi, mi, 3093,3094,3096, 

Letter 1684 

Letter 2666 

Letter 2755 
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Letters 3478,3720,3766,3782 
More management emphasis on non game species 

Too much emphasis is placed on game management There are many other species that beneflt from undls- 
turbed habltat and this should be equally emphasized 

Management of nongame wlidlde should be Increased 

More habltat protection for non-game speoies Our forests are ecosystems of many plants and animals 
Maintalning biloglcal diversity should be given highest prioriiy. 

Minimize wildlife management practices that are Intended to lncresse the population of game species. Empha- 
si8 should be placed on protecting unfragmented and Undisturbed habltals for all wildllfe and restoring those 
habltats that have been damaged and destroyed 

- Promote wildllfe mgt and concern for nongame species, including migratory wildllfe Provide migration 
corridors 

Wildllfe species of all types are parts of the Forest ecosystem and valuable You do not give enough emphasis 
to nongame species or to migration 

There should be more emphasis on managing for nongame species as well as game species of wildlde 

Alternatives 11 and 13 have been formulated lo respond to concerns from indlviduals and organizations that 
Aiternative 8 needed adjustments to respond to biological issues Among these adjustments 1s the lncreased 
emphasis on non-game speclesthrough the use of management area prescriptions that result In less vegetation 
manlpulatlon, road construction, and acres where game animals are emphasized than the Forest Service 
preferred alternative. 

The Forest Service preferred alternative emphasizes both game and non-game species. This alternative con- 
tains the appropriate mclture of emphases given the wide array of uses. values, products and services needed 
and wanted by interested and affected publics 

The suggestion l o  emphaslze non-game species Is not one that leads to easy analysis. "on-game' can refer 
to a wide diversiiy of animals including small mammals, birds, and other species that live In avariety of habltats 
Including forest openings The majority of the people making this comment are concerned forthose animal and 
plant species that require older habltat, particularly those animal species that are sensdwe l o  fragmentation. 

There Is a good deal of disagreement overthe subject of 'fragmentation' and resulting 'edge effects' The Forest 
Service recognizes that fragmentation of habltat for proposed, threatened, endangered and sensltive species 
or unique biological communities is a real concern that needs to be addressed in the Revised Pian. The Forest 
also recognizes that there is an opporluniiy to provide habltat for 'area.sensdive' species (such 88 nec-tropical 
migratory birds) that require relatively large and undisturbed late successional forested habltets forsurvwal. The 
Forest does not, however, acoept the premise that large tracts of unfragmented and connected habltats are 
necessary for the survival of every plant and animal species. Habdat for species that are area-aensltive where 
reasonable opportunities exist has been incorporated. The ID Team has also worked wdh representatives of the 
USDl Fish &Wildlife Service and slate agencies to ensure that habdat conddions favorable for the recovery and 
enhanoement of threatened, endangered. and sensdive speoies and unique biological oommunlties are main- 
tained and restored, and, where feasible, enhanoed 

There Is very little area (virlually only small, isolated pookets) of the George Washington National Forest that has 
not been fragmented by past human activlties. In many areas, the old roads andtimber harvests have regenerat- 
ed and recovered to a state where there is minimal. if any, fragmentation of habltat Some of the largest blocks 
of this 'unfragmented' habitat lie within the roadless areas The Forest Selvlce preferred aiternatlve has 
allocated most of the roadless area acreage to management areas where further fragmentation will not occur 
Although there will be some vehicular use on existing roads and some salvaging and fuelwood gathering In the 
Immediatevicinity of system roads, these activdles will not increase the amount of edge or affect the unfragment- 
ed core of these roadless areas 

The fact that the preferred alternative does not allocate any lands to Management Area 2 does not mean that 
there are not linkages of habdat which provide for the movement and continued viabillty of plants and animals 

Letter 3527 

Letter 3546 

Letter 3661 

Letter 3750 

Letter 3847 

Letter 3661 

Letter 4w9 

Response 
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In particular, Management Areas 4 and 8 provide a33 mile long corridor on the upper elevations of Shenandoah 
Mountain where relatively unfragmented habltat Is needed to maintain and enhance habltatfor the Cow Knob 
Salamander Also, Management Area 9 has been allocated to the western side of the Pedlar Ranger Distriotto 
create a relatively unfragmented corridor from the James Rlver Face Wilderness and Three Sisters Roadless 
Area to the Sl Marys Wilderness. The Forest does not support the designation of lands solely for migration 
corridors Long term viability needs vary considerably by species Habltat corridors are provided in all manage- 
ment areas depending on the species being considered 

Lener 2664 More of the GWNF should be available for wildllfe and timber resource work direoted by sound forest and 
wildlife management practices The VWTF believes that a diverslty of age classes and physlographic matrk of 
vegetation covering the entire range of early to late succe88lon species creates and maintains biological 
diverslty, for both plants and wildllfe and a heeithy ecosystem. This cannot be accomplished by putting nearly 
hail of the GWNF in hands off management. and declaring only 21 percent of the land area suitable for timber 

Response 

harvest (Using harvest methods dict&d by public oplnloninstead of sibicutture and economics) and reatnoting 
wildlife management work. 

Aiternative 8A in no way erases the wildlde habltat management aotivlties of the past. it is true that lhe Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIFJ Is abandoning much of the wildllfe openings that have 
developed over the decades, due to budget and employment constraints. this is a state agency decision that 
is taking place regardless of the alternative selected 

The Revised Plan actually more than triples the annual acreage of habltat management to be performed by the 
Forest Service This habitat management will be done l o  beneflt sensltive, threatened, endangered and sensl- 
live species, non-game. and game species 

The Revised Plan does not maximize the potential value for ether early successional or late successional 
habltats It recognizes the value of both, somewhat conflicting needs, within a large forested area and provides 
for both habitats. To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Plan's limlts is nelther biologically 
necessary, nor economically efficient 

Estimated white-tailed deer carrying capaclty is not reduced Currently, in some areas of the Forest, deer are 
inhiblting regeneration of preferred timber species Other concerns include the development of a pronoun.;ed 
browse line which can be detrimental to many bird species that feed and nest in the understory, and that some 
rare plant species are preferred as deer foods Forested areas that contain high deer populations, over time, 
may loose some of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trends of National 
Forest hunting stamp sales) shows awry slow decline in the numbers of hunters Based on past sales declines, 
a slight annual decline is predicted throughout the next decade Increasing the deer herd, therefore, IS not a 
long term goal of the Revised Plan. 

Population estimates were not made for the ruffed grouse, another species that prefers young forest areas, but 
there is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habltat to maintain this species throughout the 
Forest Some alternatives probably do provide for a higher habitat carrying capaclty for this species and thus 
a higher hunting success rate Grouse hunting accounts for approximately five percent ofthe hunting days on 
this Forest In lightofa belowcosttimber program, itiseconomically hardtoj~stlfyanincreasedtimber program 
to increase ruffed grouse hunting success rates. 

The amount of habltat for bear, pileated woodpecker, and gray squirrel are increased in relation to Aiternative 
12, and an estimate of carrying capacity for bear (and wild turkey) shows that these SDBCI~S' DoDulation levels 
are higher In ARernative EA in comparison to Akernative 12 

Early successional habltat in the Revised Pian is provided in adequate amounts and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habrtat will be found throughout the Forest 

Further explanation of howthe Revised Plan providesforthe widevariety of wildllfe species inhabltingtheforest 
is provlded in Chapter 2, 'ISSUE 1 - BlODlVERSilY' and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT (under 
the subheading of 'Featured Species.) Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future condltions 
of the forest as they pertain l o  wildlife 
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Letter 177 

Letter 187 

Letter 370 

Response 

I have been informed that only 24% of the 5W can be used for timber management. This Is an unacceptably 
small percentage and overlooks the multiple-use principle of forest management. Most s~ecies of animals need 
a more diverse type of forest 

Only 24 percent of the George Washington National Forest is being classdied as sultable for any type of timber 
management That means no system of timber management can be put in place on three-quarters of the forest 
N, as thoughtful conservationists, we believe that all wildllfe species are equally important, then we must believe 
that our forests have to provide a diversity of habitatwhere all woodland wildlife of the Allegheny and Blue Ridge 
Mountain can thrive To make this happen, the only economically feasible tool available to resource managers 
is the well-regulated timber halvest. 

Wdh reference to the Forest Service's recent decision to classlfy only 24% of the George Washingion National 
Forest as suitable for any type of timber management, controlled land use, Including timber management, 
results in various stages of forest growth which encourages a variety of wildlife species that cannot exist In 
mature forest 

The distribution of well-balanced ageclasses providesthe optimum habltatfor many ofthegamespecies While 
the Forest Service believes that providing habltai for these species remains important, they should not be 
emphasized on every acre across the entire Forest. 

Analysis shows that most of the game species benefit from a variety of habitats, not just early successional 
stages Although only one-third of the Forest is suitable for timber production, this acreage is interspersed with 
acresunsultablefortimber production in ManagementAreas?, 10,11,13,14,15,16and17 Non-timberwildlife 
management practices (such as prescribed burning, creation of waterholes and creation of wildlife openings) 
will enhance habitat for game species in these and adjacent management areas 

Letter 1064 

Response 

Preserving and enhancing recreational hunting and fishing should be atop priority in overall and specific mgmt 
plans Decisions concerning roads, timbering, ORVs, minerals, etc , should be tempered toward this goal 

While each alternative studied has a particular set of interests that are emphasized, all alternatives recognize 
the need to preserve quality wildlife habitat Alternative 7 Is designed to provide the largest acreage where 
wildlife habitat management is emphasized and may be selected by the Regional Forester for the Revised Plan 
if It is determined that it maximizes net public benefits, based on evaluation of management for all resources 
This includes consideration for hunting and fishing as well as other activities mentioned in the comment, 
timbering, ORV's, minerals, etc 

Letter 3699 

Letter 3732 

ReSPOnSe 

No cutting for the sake of 'wildlife (game) management' 

Benefit all wildllfe in the Forest and also reduce the Forest Selvice budget by discontinuing all wildlife manage 
men1 practices that are intended to improve habitat for game species 

Each alternative developed provided for different mixtures of goods and services, and consequently, provided 
for wildlife in different ways At least one alternative incorporated your suggestion The Plan does provide for 
wildlife management (including game management) This meets the desire of the general public. 

Letter 146 

Letter 182 

Letter 187 

The draff plan represents a better balance between game and nongame wildlife management than the discredt- 
ed 1986 plan 

I am writing to urge you to continue the management philosophy that you have had in the past by allowing 
logging to be done on National Forest properties I do not think that I need to tell you that this creates 
exceptionally good habitat for much of our wildlife and Is essential if we are to continue to have good, healthy 
numbers of wildlife in the future 

I encourage you to continue your current forest management practices with an emphasis on those practices 
which promote habitat development for ruffed grouse and other wildlife species Among others, the ruffed 
grouse, white-eyed vireo and chestnut-sided warbler simply can't exisi in vast stretches of unbroken forest 
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Letter 189 

Letter 191 

Latter 1156 

Letter 27312 

Letter 2497 

Letter 4053 

ReSDOnSe 

As a concerned sporismenlconservationist I urge you to reconsider your decision and develop a more biologi- 
cally sound and multiple use oriented pian for your forest 

We urgethe Forest Serviceto rescindthis decision and return to the sound forestry practices which have served 
Virginia's wlldllfe so well 

Manage our NF's In a way that protects non-game wildllfe as well as gama mgmt. 

The plan must also give concern to both game and non-game wildlife 

Adopt an 8 and give future consideration to a realignment of emphasis on species mgmt. The current emphasis 
strongly favors game species There needs to be more of an emphasis on unfragmented habitat for non-game 
species 

Provide habtat for non-game wildlife as well as game Both need human protection. 

The Forest Service preferred alternative attempts to find the appropriate emphasis on game and non-game 
species The Forest Service believes that management for game species remains a priorlty for the American 
public The management for non-game species. especially those requiring unfragmented habltet, has assumed 
a greater importance under the new agency ecosystem management policy. 

Letter 189 

Letter 191 

Letter 290 

Response 

lt has come to my attention that you have decided to allow timber management on only 24 percent of your 
National Forest and managing only 2 percent as early succession habltat I am writing to you to express my 
displeasure with this decision as It will be devastating to many species of wildllfe in Your area for many years 
to come 

We would like to express our concern over the recent decision by the Forest Service to classrfy only 24 percent 
of the George Washington National Forest as sultable for any type of timber management We are also 
concerned that this same decision limlts to 2 percent the forest area to be managed for early successlonal 
habttat 

As I understand It, only 24 percent of the George Washington National Forest will now be classified as sultable 
for timber management, and only 2 percent is to be managed as early successional habtat. 

Analysis performed shows that most of the game species beneflt from a variety of habitats. not just early 
successional stages Although only one-third of the Forest is suitable for timber production, this acreage is 
Interspersed with acres unsuitable for timber production in ManagementAreas7,10, 11,13, 14,15,16 and 17 
Non-timber management practices (such as prescribed burning, creation of waterholes and creation of wildllfe 
openings) will enhance habitat for game species in these and adjacent management areas. 

It is Incorrect to refer to the acres regenerated under even-aged management as the only early successional 
habltat on the Forest Very few wildlife species live only In the openings created by regeneration harvests Most 
early successional species require a mixlure of habitats including openings These species also beneflt from 
prescribed burning, wildlife openings and openings created by other forms of timber harvests. 

Letter 189 

Response 

Without the vegetation diverslty provided by a well balanced age class distribution in your forest, many species 
of wildlife will suffer from loss of appropriate habltats 

The distribution of a 'well-balanced age class' is a recognized way to optimize habltat for most game species 
This does not mean that the Forest will not produce abundant habitat for these species under other scenarios. 
lt is not necessary to halvest timber evelywhere in the name of wlldlife habltat manipulation 

Letter 370 

Response 

I am especially concerned about the ruffed grouse population and other game birds which will not be found in 
the National Forest If It only consists of mature trees 

Management Area 16 has been formulated to emphasize ruffed grouse and other species that favor early 
successional habitat Management Area 17 will also provide excellent habltat for these species Management 
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Letter 877 

Response 

Letter t 265 

Response 

Letter 3643 

Response 

Letter 3643 

Response 

Letter 3643 

Response 

Area 15 has been formulated to emphaslze wild turkey. Approximately 43% of the Forest has been allocated to 
these management areas In the Forest Service preferred alternative. 

The Plan must provide for adequate and protective habltat for all nongame wildlife as well as game wildllfe 
Wildlife migration corridors must be preserved 

The fact that the preferred alternative does not allocate any lands to Management Area 2 does not mean that 
there are not linkages of habitat which provide for the movement and continued viabildy of plants and animals. 
In particular, Management Areas 4 and 8 provide a 33 mile long corridor on the upper elevations of Shenandoah 
Mountain where relatively unfragmented habitat is needed to maintain and enhance habitat forthe Cow Knob 
Salamander. Also. Management Area 9 has been allocated to the western side of the Pedlar Ranger District to 
create a relatively unfragmented corridor from the James RNer Face Wilderness and Three Sisters Roadless 
Area to the St Maws Wilderness 

The Forest does not support the designation of lands solely for migration corridors. Long term viabillty needs 
vary considerably by species Habltat corridors are provided in all management areas depending on the 
species being considered 

We would encourage priority consideration to identification of those isolated tracts that have small game mol 
potential il is also our desire that no akernative would be chosen to preclude manipulation of the habltat to 
maintain early successional stages beneficial to small game We would also recommend an an that would 
provide adequate interspersion of habitat types adjacent or near the identified small game habltats In the 
Foothills and Mouniains, native quail respond favorably to clearcuts For these small game considerahons, we 
recommend either the modification of the recommended Ail 8 or the adoption of another alt such as An 12. 
which would allow a higher percentage of timber harvest under the clearcut system 

Management Area 22 was created for the Revised Plan This management area stresses small game and 
'watchable' wildlife management 

The dispersal of clearcuts over the suitable timber land would provide a habitat management program for 
white-tailed deer and ruffed grouse. To optimize the habitat for ruifed grouse, the timber land base should be 
divided into forest management blocks of 80 to 120 acres Each block would be subdivided into four halvest 
unlts One harvest unit should be clearcut evely 25 years Once the four timber stands have been logged, the 
rotation would begin again with harvest unit number one This management strategy would provide a contlnu- 
ous rotation of early- and mid-successional forest habltats. while supplying a continuous supply of wood 
products Further. It would also benefit whlte-tailed deer populations 

This is an idealized scenario that may be desirable, but not necessarily achievable GNen the terraln, sultablllty, 
and other factors, signdicant modifications to your suggestion might have to be made Standards and guides 
for Management Area 16 were developed in conjunction with State Wildlife Agencies, and provide for Qood 
grouse management 

To effectively manage for turkey populations. the Forest Selvice could maximize the dispersal of their olearcut- 
hng operations over the total 120,308 acres of suitable timber lands Dispersal of clearcuts, in combinahon with 
logging operations on adlacent private and state fish and wildlife lands, would provide numerous openinas for 
turkey poults. 

Standards in the Revised Plan provide for dispersion of regeneration halvest units 

We also recommend the elimination of plans to create small openings for wild turkey, grey squirrel (Sciurus 
carolinensis), and the pileated woodpecker (Dlyocopus pileatus). We agree that small openings are beneficial 
to turkey poults, but we are not aware of references in the scientific irterature that document the benefrts of small 
openings to grey squirrel and pileated woodpecker populatlons. 

The Revised Plan does not identfy small openings as being necessary for the gray squirrel or the pileated 
woodpecker. 
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Letter 3643 

Response 

Response 

Letter 2628 

Response 

Letter 2273 

Response 

Letter 2273 

The carrying capacities of the forest habltats for black bear (Ursus sp), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus vlrglnl- 
anus), and wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) under Alternative 10 are comparable to Aiternative 8 (Forest 
Service preferred alternative) 

Several alternatives provide for Similar carrying capacties for deer, beer, and turkeys 

Aliernative 3 contains no habitat manipulation for game species Any such manipulation Is limlted to that needed 
to retain threatened, endangered or sensltive species Aliernative 3 is considered in detail in the FEIS and will 
be selected as the Revised Plan d it is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

The deer population on the George Washington National Forest should decrease over currant populations The 
populations of turkey should Increase over the current populations on the G W N F. The bear populations 
should Increase over current populations on the G W N F The populations of neotropical warblers requinng 
closed canopy habltat should increase over current populations on the G W N F 

As displayed in Chapter 3 in the FEIS, Ahernatives 6, 0A, 9, 10, 11 and 13 provide higher carrying capaclties 
for black bear and wild turkey and lower carrying capaclties for whIte-tailed deer than Alternative 2 Aiternatives 
8, EA, 9, I O .  11 and 13 are considered in detail In the FEE One of these alternatives will be seleoted as the 
Revised Plan d It is identified as ihe ahernative that maximizes net public bendlts 

I would suggest that existing wildlife areas be aggressively maintained, and addltional areas be developed as 
funds permit The necessary inclusion of these areas into large management areas that may preclude their 
existence can be remedied by allowing (encouraging) diversity within all areas Wildltia clearings can be 
designed so as not to interfere with migration corridors (ridgetops end riparian areas) 

The Revised Plan provides for the maintenance of existing openings and development of new openings 

An example of lost opportunities would be the old homestead srta on the east slope below the Great North 
Mountain electronic site Under Alternative 8 this land is classdied as Area 15. which is managed to 'maintain 
or enhance habltat for wildlife favoring a more mature forest environment' Although Area 15 allows small grassy 
areas, I am not convinced that the maintenance of this area will continue in the same manner under this 
classdication An even worse example is the large wildlife clearing at Slate Lick Run near the Shoemaker River 
This area will fall under Area 1, 'managed et a minimal level' Would this area ever be bushhogged or burnt 
again? There are perhaps hundreds of similar areas throughout the Forest that may fall under favorable 
classdications 

Response The Revised Plan allows for maintenance of old homesteads Slate Lick is new in Management Area 22 See 
Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan 

Letter 3545 Management for deer habltat should reflect a recogntion of the intermingling of Forest lands with private lands 
where an over-abundance of edge effect and deer already exist 

This can occur during the plan implementation phase through an Environmental Assessment Response 

Letter 3884 Plan needs to justify Its 'bear non-management' with a credible study (including census) If no study is 
referenced, an area (Elliott KnobICradord Mt) favored by bear should be protected Let FS meet Its statutory 
(MUSY Act, 1960) responsibility for 'Wildlde' as an EQUAL multiple use 

The Revised Plan provides for vast acreages of quality bear habitat Creating bear msanctuaries' where they 
cannot be hunted is a function of state wildlife agencies 

Response 

Letter 3884 Plan must specify how the Forest intends to establish reliable populationllocation estimates for bear, at Ieasl 
twice during the ten years of this Plan 
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Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Lener 3840 

Response 

Lener 3940 

Response 

Letter 2738 

Response 

Letter 2628 

Response 

Letter 2664 

Response 

Letter 3929 

ResDonse 

Letter 2664 

Please refer to the monitoring schedule in Chapter 5 of the Revised Pian 

'mal' habitat calls for permanent openings that remain at the same location where 88 Turkey' habitat gives 
latitude for continually developing new openings - why this dMerence? 

The Revised Plan allows for maintenance of exi&ng openings and creation of new ones In both management 
areas. 

Question biological justification for 306,752 acres in 'Turkey' habitat 

Management area 15 is not just 'turkey' habltat it provides for management of other game and non-game 
species, motorized and non-motorized recreation, limber produots and firewood. 

Pian. Page 2-2. Paragraph 2' Only about 25% of the forest Is considered sultable for timber management 
Because tradltional wildlife habrtat manipulation commonly occurs via timber management on sultabie lands, 
the wildlife budget should be Increased to accomplish wildlde habtiat objecUves on land unsuitable for limber 
production. 

The proposed wiidllfe budget to implement the Revised Plan is substantially larger than the current wildlife 
budget. 

The prioriiies should be maximum protection for wildlife and habitat, for riparian areas and a ban on ATVs on 
the trails. When timber culling will be destruotive to any of these priorlties. It should be curtailed 

The Revised Pian provides well for wildlife habitats, and for riparian areas. ATVs are allowed only on designated 
trails Timber management is integrated into multiple use management so thai II  IS compatible or complemen- 
tary to other goals 

Private lands should be used to calculate habitat needed for bear, turkey, deer, and closed canopy neotropical 
warblers. 

This can occur during the plan implementation phase through an environmental assessment. 

A major consideration in determining the appropriate timber harvesting method for optimum wildlife bend* 
should be the capability of the harvest technique to regenerate the oaWhickory forest type presently found on 
the Forest 

Maintaining oak and hickoly in regeneration areas is a goal of the Revised Plan. 

The fact that a stand of white oak will die due to heavy gypmo damage does not necessarily justlfy b 
harvest-especially thru clearcuning Dead trees, regardless of the cause of death, are part of the wiidide habitat 
that we now need to proteot rather than l o  merely exploit for consumption and prbate proffi 

Salvage is a small part of the timber program. in light of the vast acreages of forested areas Impacted by the 
gypsy moth, the Revised Plan deems it reasonable to invest some of the more accessible and valuable dead 
and dying trees 

If no inventory exists, the GWNF should catalogue all existing wildlife openings and those that require periodic 
maintenance, inventory existing water sources that provide a water source 365 days a year, and also lnventoly 
grape arbors for future management opportunities 
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Response Thls Is a desirable goal (inventory) that is undemay 

Letter 2822 The NFMA requires that wildlife resources and wildlifeassociated recreation be consldered a major component 
of the NF misslon and planning process Despite this, wildlde was not considered one of the major Issues 
guiding the development of this Plan. Wildlde mgt will be emphasized on only 415,241 a0 (39%) ofthe Forest. 
This represents a 37% decline The Plan requires that an axce88Ne amount of the Forest be managed as 
unfragmented habitat Vary lttle wildlde met. will be permmd on these areas. As a result, the development of 
beneficial wildlde enhancement projects will be severely restricted over much ofthe Forest's land base 

Response There were several dlfferent wildlHe related issues and the public (as wllh many Issues) had a wlde range of 
opinions for 'wildllfe management ' Therefore, wlldllfe and associated isues were addressed by both the 
Biodiversity Issue and Vegetation Management Ibue 

Letter 4012 PATC opposes any cutting that obllterates trails used by the hiking public Our concern Is that, by authorlzlng 
the clearing of areas of from one to 25 acres, this clearing amounts to clearcutting ereas to provide browse that 
favors these species over others 

Cutting will not take place immediately next to hiking trails Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3.134, paragraph 3-StatedthatThere is no overall shortageof cavky nestsitesforwildllfe' Documentation 
please. In a forest wlth so many stands of young small trees this conclusion Is hard to believe 

Approximately 80% of the Forest Is 70 years old or older On the Forest, this is sufficient age to develop snags 
Over a quarter of the forest is a century or older Wide spread tree mortalky due to the gypsy moth has greatly 
accelerated snag development on this Forest 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS 3.132. paragraph 6 - This sentence needs clarification. 'popular' for what, to whom - to  those who like to 
kill them? Paragraph 3 -Add The OW also setves as a refuge for the timber rattler, an important predator 
currently under consideration for €SA listing ' 

The bear and deer are 'popular' in that they are large mammals In which the publlc has much Interest In. They 
are both popular 'game' and 'non-game' species. The timber rattlesnake lnhabtting the OW is not under 
consideration for ESA listing 

Response 

Letter 1686 

Letter 3934 

An. 8 is acceptable only d expanded to place more emphasis on sound, proven wildllfe mgt. practices. 

mrengihen Management Area objectives and desired future conditions that emphasize scientific wlldilfe man- 
agement practices. Consideration should be given to all silvicuhral systems and methods of cuttlng, but we 
wish to emphasize the values associated with properly designed even-aged timber management. Siivlcukural 
systems should be selected that maximize the regeneration of intolerant hardwood mast species, especially 
oaks The WVCTWS advocates minimal new road construction, thereby reducing disturbance to wildlife and 
stream sedimentation. 

Letter 3981 

Response 

EIS 5133, paragraph 2 - To first sentence add ', or to maintain their present unnatural (e g former farmland) 
state ' This is the case and a public document should disclose all the facts (such as Paddy Knob) Paragraph 
4 - Strike 'improvements' and insert 'alterations and suppression' What biological or~eria are used to justdy 
maintaining unnatural habitat patches on the Forest (e g Hidden Valley and Shenandoah River), especially 
habnat types (farmland, edges. early succession) that are in great abundance elsewhere off the GW? The 
economic benefits of allowing these to progress to forest (while used as research areas) as proposed under 
Alternattve 37 

These letters contained numerous speclfic comments relating to suggested wording changes, deletions, addi- 
tions, correcttons, and clarlfications in relation to wildlde Most comments ware directed towards Management 
Areas 4, 9, 14. 15, and 16, and to Common Standards 
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These comments were carefully analyzed, and revisions have been made. Management Area 4 now comains 
38 biological areas, the home range for the Cow Knob Salamander, the Lmie Laurel Run RNA, two geologic 
area8 end ten historic sites Management Areas 4,9,14,15, end 16 have been edited and reflect the input of 
the public comments in many casesthere were conflicting recommendations For example, avariety of ddferent 
opening size limits were recommended for Management Area 16 In Management Area 9. some publics wanted 
more management restrictions, some wanted less it is not possible to accommodate all recommendations. 
Therefore, revisions were based on the Revised Plan theme. management area emphasis. biological needs and 
compatibildy, and Implementabiihy 

To better accommodate the wishes of the public, a new management area w created. Management Area 22 
contains small portions of the Forest that are to be managed very intensively for wildife Chapter 3 of the 
Revised Plan presenis the new descriptions for these management areas Common Standards as well as 
Management Area standards have been revised 

Letter 2665 

Response 

Note the decreasing demand (EIS, 3-88) for wildlife as defined by the decrease in hunting Iicen8es issued in VA 
for successive years 199091 The huge increase in wiidilfe management is unjustified Natural occurrences 
provlde sufficient populations of 'game' wildlife, biological parameters are not used in wildlife population 
analysis (EIS, W), none ofthesespecies quailtyfor protection under EndangeredSpecies A& kis inappropri- 
ate to assert'wildiife benefits' from the timber program (EIS, 235) The entire program should be eliminated 

The requested change was explained in at least one alternative. Due to the continued demand for wildllfe habrtat 
management (both game and non game) the pian provides for both wildlife management along wlth large area 
of 'unmanaged' lands 

Letter 136 

Letter 187 

Letter 290 

Letter 361 

Letter 486 

Leker 709 

Letter 730 

Letter 854 

Letter 945 

Letter 945 

In order to maintain a viable wildlife population, a diverse habitat needs to be encouraged and timber harvest 
is the best way to manipulate habitat A climax forest is a virtual biological desert 

The decision l imb to 2 percent the forest area to be managed as early successional habltat This is the type 
of habltat preferred by ruffed grouse and dozens of other forest wildlife species 

I strongly support the efforts of the true conservationists who promote forest management for avariety of wildlife 
as well as recreation 

Ciearcut areas are ihe single most effective way In giving Ruffed Grouse a better food supply and good cover. 

I am very concerned that we are meking a major mistake in reducing clearcutting and timbering from roughly 
65% of the forest to a basic sultabie land base of only 24% To effectively manage for wildlife more acreage 
needs to be added to the suitable land base for all types of timbering 

The new pian demotes wildlife mgi of habitat to a bare minimum The old plan called for 62% of the forest to 
be managed for some kind of wiidlfe Under the proposed plan this will be reduced to 35%. Get back to the 
business of clearcutting and other timbering that beneflts wiidlde on a larger share of the OW Forest. 

The only cost.effective strategy to promote the continued availability of early-successional habitats Is to com- 
bine a wildlife habitat objective with atimber harvest operation Unfortunately. f76% of the Forest is Identified 
as unsuitable for timber management initiatives, this common-sense approach to resource mgi on the GW will 
be replaced by a system that myopically identifies only singibuse objectives, rather than mukipleuse mgi. 
fostered by a land ethic vision 

Our forests MUST be managed l o  provide a diversity of habitat for all woodland wiidlde and mukipie use 

Upon looking over the various plans that have been proposed it seems to me the one selected offers very few 
benefits lo the largest user group of the forest, namely hunters and wiidilfe lovers By deemphasizing ciearcut- 
ting and other timbering the quality of our wildlife habltat will certainly diminish 

I would like to suggest that ether one of the other alternatives be selected that is more wildlife habltat oriented 
or this one be revised to allow for fewer acres devoted to remote areas and more acreage be used for wildlife 
management for gama animals thru more clearcutting and timbering 
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Letter 1069 

Letter 1074 

Letter to81 

Letter 1082 

Letter 1086 

Letter 1 153 

Letter 1 163 

Letter 1258 

Letter 1292 

Letter 1297 

Letter 1313 

Letter 1317 

Letter 1364 

Letter 1429 

Letter 1445 

Letter 1610 

Letter 1661 

Letter 1835 

Letter 1861 

Letter 1864 

Letter 1981 

Letter 2026 

Letter 2273 

Letter 2273 

Please expand the wildllfe management plan to include non-game animals 

Wildllfe should be a top priorlty 

Management efforts should be directed at nongame instead of game, except for bear, there Is lmle question that 
game populations are abundant, even too abundant, but neotropical migrant populations, for example, are 
dropping throughout the east 

I don't understand why cutting is done to 'improve' wildllfe habitat. Not all wildltfe are game animals Many 
animals make their homes and get their food from dead and down tree8 There are lots of open spaces already 
created by timber cutting. why create more? 

Habnat should be preserved for non-game wildlife as well as endangered PLANTS. 

All vegetative manipulation, commonly justdied by Forest Service biologists as 'wildlde enhancemeni should 
be eliminated Wlldllfe' as defined by the forest service vitiually always refers to a featured few 'game' species 
such as deer, bear, turkey & grouse The broader & true definltion of the term should be adopted lo include ALL 
non-domesticated species 

Timber production under the 'new' plan appears to be reduced to about one-fourth of the forest, which is not 
near enough for providing adequate wildlife habltat 

[Emphasize protection ofl animals and birds 

The true definition of the term 'wildlife' should be interpreted to include all wild species of flora and fauna 

Maximize protection of birds and wildlife and their habitats 

Your plan does not go far enough in protecting wildltfe 

Throughout the forest, the wildlife mgt plan should provide sufficient habitat for all wildltfe, not just the game 
species. 

Lets find a way to promote all types of habitat, for all kinds of wildlrfe for all people to enjoy. 

The argument that cutting and harvesting timber improves wildlife is NOTTRUE R It were, why was there more 
wildllfe in the forest before ANY limber was harvested? 

Eliminate cutting in the name of wildlife mgt Emphasize nongame species1 

I am wrlting you to urge that you adopt a multiple use plan that will allow reasonable timber harvesting Grouse, 
deer, turkey, many songbirds, and other animals require early successional habltat 

I would like to see more emphasis put in protecting our wildlife. 

We do not need MORE deer. as might happen If there's more cutting 

The plan should reflect balanced ecology and diverse wildlife and support WILDLIFE mgt , not GAME mgt 

Protect wildlife. 

Habltat for non-game species should be protected 

Consider all wildlife, not primarily game wildlife 

A review of Alternative 8 has lefl me with the impression that It strongly favors old growth Management Area 
I 6  [is] early successionai growth Alternatlve 8 has the lowest acreage of any alternative which included any 
Area 16 acreage 

I believe that a monoculture of old growth can be as detrimental as to the overall ecology as any other 
imbalance Besides deer, grouse and turkey. many non-game species may beneflt from early successional 
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Letter 2273 

Letter 2273 

Letter 2275 

Letter 2273 

Letter 2285 

Letter 2464 

Letter 2512 

Letter 2524 

Letter 2529 

Letter 2530 

Letter 2732 

Letter n55 

Letters 27758, 2759 

Letter 2809 

Letter 2822 

Letter 2822 

habltat. These Include the Loggerhead Shrike, the brown headed cowbird. and the common flicker. I don'ithlnk 
It Is prudent to base a management plan on the basis of afew minor species at the excluslon of a larger variety 
I believe n is necessary to maintmn a diversity of habitat and species for continued ecological well-being. 

Has the pendulum swung too far? Edge habitat was once deemed desirable. Now Edge has become the evil 
'fragmentation' 

AHernatively, additional lands otherwise classified could be reclassified as Area I6 orforitmber cutting to obtain 
the desirable habltat 

A remew of Alternative 6 has left me with the impression thai t strongly favors old growth Management Area 
16 [is] early successional growth Alternative 8 has the lowest acreage of any aiternatnre which Included any 
Area 16 acreage 

I believe that a monoculture of old growth oan be as detrimental as to the overall ecology as any dher 
Imbalance Besides deer, grouse end turkey, many non-game species may benefit from early successional 
habitat These include the Loggerhead Shrike, the brown headed cowbird, and the common flkker I don't think 
n 1s prudent to base a management plan on the basis of afew minor species at the exclusion of a larger variety. 
I believe t is necessary to maintain a divarslty of habltat and species for continued ecological well-being. 

Protect the hardwoods and manage the forests for all wildlife and plant life. 

I [am] apposed to scaling back timbering If anything. timbering should be increased The resunant regrowth 
would be a meoca for small game and many other types of wildlife currently becoming more and more scarce 

The plan must put more emphasis on providing habltats for non-game wildlife. Diverslty of habltat is equally 
important as protection for threatened and endangered species Both deserve full protectlon 

Alternative 8 does not place enough emphasis on wildlife management 

Place greater emphasis on habitat presewation for non-game species and bio-diverslty 

My concerns have to do wlth a number of disturbing trends. One is to allow more tree cutting for lumber than 
is Consistent wiih the needs of widlife for suitable habtat Once all or most of the trees are cut8 what is left? 

Wildlife should be managed to maintain populations under natural condtions The number and size of wlldlde 
clearings should mimic their natural occurrence as a result of lightning strikes and other natural wents M 
anything you should be trying to decrease the deer population Deer are so plentiful they pose a serious traffic 
hazard and cause substantial damage to agriculture 

Do not plan a horse camp at Camp Todd This area is located in the flood plain of the North River between two 
roadless areas, Ramseys Draft Addltion and Little River All the trails nearby ara too steep for use by horses. 

Alternative 12 looks more productive for we wildlife lovers 

Forget this 'featured species' business and let nature be. She'll work out homes in the QWNF for everyone - not 
just the deer and turkey and grouse 

Timber mgt will be concentrated on the highest quality sltes which support the best quallty of wildlife habltat 
Concentrating timber mgt on these better sites will adversely atieci many wildlife populations and reduce 
habltat diversiiy throughout the Forest The FS should consider all silvicultural techniques designed lo  accom- 
plish timber and wildlife mgt objectives 

Uneven-aged timber mgt favors shade-tolerant vegetation over oaks and other mast-produolng timber species. 
Wildlife species associated wth the oak-hickory timber type (e g ,turkey, pileated woodpecker, southern flying 
squirrel, deer, bear, and gray squirrel) may be adversely affected. The development of Xl miles of new roads 
each year oould negatively impact bear and turkey populations on the Forest, and resuit in inoreased soil 
disturbance and stream sedimentation The Plan applies restrictive VQOs and ROS classifications to areas of 
the forest emphasizing wildlife mgt. This action will severely limit the type and amount of habtat enhancement 
projeots that can be implemented In these areas 
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Letter 2887 By deemphaslzing clearcuMng and othertimberlng, the qualty of ourwildilfe habltatwiil certainly diminish.The 
dramatic increase in the amount of 'remote' areas doesn't make any sense enher. Allow for fewer acres devoted 
to remote areas and more ecrease be used for wildlde msmt. for aame animals throuah more dearcuttina and 

Letter 2889 

L&r 2890 

Letter 2902 

Letter 3545 

Letter 3558 

Letter 3598 

Letter 3633 

Letter 3635 

Letter 3637 

Letter 3660 

Letter 36W 

Letter 3660 

Letter 3699 

Lelter 3676 

Letter 3701 

Letter 3728 

Letter 3796,3797 

Letter 3822 

The old plan called for 62% of the forest to be managed In one form or enother for some kind of wildlHe. Under 
the proposed plan, this will be reduced to 35% This is too big a reduction Let's get back to the buslnesll of 
clearcming and the timbering thst benefits wildlife on a larger share ofthe GW Forest. The Forest Service has 
done a wonderful job in the pacd of creating wlldllfe habitat Let's not let years of hard work go back to seed. 

I vehemently dlsegree whh the cui back in tmbering and ask that you revise the new plan prior to its 
implementation to include more cutting in order to continue to enhance wildlife habltat in the George Washing- 
ton National Fora& 

Eliminate wildlife mgt. for all featured species wlth the exception of naturally occurring disturbances. 

Management for biological diversty should reflect e concern for all wildltfe, wlth an emphasis on preserving 
habrtatforspecies wlthdeclining orthreatened populations TheGW definltionforwildllfeseemsto be'huntable 
enimals., wkh lMe recognltion of species which are threetened by fragmentation of the Forest 

Timber cutting for wiidltfe management should be spectfically limlted 

I disagree wlth the choice of Alternative 8 As an avid hunter and fisherman it angers me to see thai Aternatwe 
8 wlll remove an additional 250,oW acres to the use of sporting men and women We through taxes and our 
sportlng licenses pay to further game biology research and fish hatchety rearing and stocking programs which 
I feel wlll be hurt by this proposal 

Proceed wlth game habltat development 

Habitats for both game and non-game wildlife should be protected and preserved 

Wa favor en alternative that maximizes wildlife benefits to the sportsmen for the three big game spacies. By far 
the most hours of use of national forest lands on the George Washington National Forest is put in by hunters. 
According to the records kept by the VA Department of Game and Inland Fisheries big game populations are 
on the rise We want to continue this trend through cooperative management wtth the state game agencies and 
continued timbering practices that beneflt wiidltfe 

The vest majority of the Forest should be managed for wildilfe 

You must stress more acres for grouse and woodcock needs 

Forest should strive to maximize turkey populations 

inadequate recommendations on wildllfe 

Wa do not need additional turkey habitat as we have turkeys without it 

Protect non-game wlidlife 

The emphasis on wildlife currently takes place on 63% (663,940 ac) of the Forest Under the draft Pian this will 
be reduced to 39% of the total Forest Area. or on only 41 5,241 ac We oppose such a drastic reduction in wildlife 
mgt  emphasis on the Forest 

More emphasis should be placed on preserving unfragmented habket for ncn-game wildlife 

Akernative 12 provides for more acres dedicated to actlve wildlife management 
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Letter 3827 

Letters 1557.3863 

More mgi emphasis on nongame species 

More habitat should be encouraged for non-game wildlife 

I do not agree with the draft plan's emphasis on game management to the exclusion of non-game wildlde. 
Acreage must be provided to protect wildlde migration corridors. 

Leller 3870 

Letters 3873, 3874 
Upon looking over the various plans that have been proposed, il seems to me the one selected offers very few 
beneflts to the largest user group of the forest, namely hunters and wildlde lovers. By de-emphasizing ciearcut- 
ling and other timbering, the quality of our wildlde habitat will certainty dimlnish The dramatic increase In the 
amount of 'remote' areas doesn't make any sense either. Is not one-thlrd of the forest now devoted to 'remote' 
areas? 

Letters 3873,3874 
I suggest that either one of the other alternatives be seiecled that is more wildlde habitat oriented or this one 
be revised to allow for fewer acres devoted to remote areas and more acreage be used forwlldlde management 
for game animals through more clearcutting and Umbenng 

Letter 3880 

Letter 3892 

Letter 3859 

Letter 3934 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3942 

Letter 3951 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3984 

Letter 3984 

Letter 4268 

Response 

I am deeply concerned about the Impact on wildilfe d harvesting is cut to bare minimum 1 urge you to promote 
and establish a balanced timber harvesting program forthe well-being of all wildlde in the 0.W. National Forest. 
The proposed pian takes away both wildlife and potential revenues from the sale of timber. 

The plan must emphasize providing unfragmented habltat for non-game wildlde. The plan should provide a 
sultable percentage of acreage to protect migration corridors and allow non-game wildlde to continue to move 
about unmolested wlthin the borders of the park 

Wildlife management should concern ltseif not only wlth game animals, but ALL wildlde 

The draft revision inadequately addresses wildlife issues The pian does not adequately address hunting and 
fishing Existing traditional and limeproven wlldille management programs have been deemphasized in favor 
of newer, overused, and grossly misunderstood concepts of 'unfragmented habltar and 'biodrverslty ' 

Plan Page 2-2, Paragraph 6 We'd like to emphasize that the Forest has the opportunity to provide large blocks 
of continuous habitat for non-game and area-sensitive species it is the largest single public landowner in 
Virginia 

Alternative 8 is vely generous in the amount of acreage ailottedforwildiife management In my opinion, in these 
areas the real motivation for cutting is for the timber, and wildlde habltat improvement is used as a justdicaiion 
The focus on habitat work has definitely been on game animals. I encourage the Forest Service to place more 
emphasis on non-game wildlife Although many people enjoy hunting, it is vew importent to preserve blodwer- 
sdy and to manage fora wide variety of species in most cases, the best form of management is to simply leave 
large tracts of forest undisturbed 

Wildlife and Fishery Management - Keep as in Alternative 12 An active timber management program will take 
care of most of the needs and is the most economical method to use in the management of these resources 

Eliminate wildlde management (unless for PETS) and allow ail present altdicially maintained openings to 
proceed with natural forest successionai processes. 

There is plenty of open habitat available for deer, turkey. and other game species. Elimlnate the use of timber 
sales for wildlife habitat Improvement 

The Draft EIS seems to contain within it a distorted definition of the term 'wildlife' If you can? get a license to 
shoot at it, your management team doesn't seem to regard It as wildlife deserving protection. 

Plan - Many of the aclivlties already occurring on the Forest can, by default provide such habltat 

A major concern, as determined by the quantlty of comments, centered around the level of habltat management 
(in the form of direct wildlde habitat improvements and timber sales). Many commenters expressed a desire l o  
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Increase these forms of active habltat management. Mher commenters expressed a desire to reduce the levels 
of habitat management, preferring more emphasis to be placed on providing unfragmented habltats 

The preferred alternative does not maximize the potential value for elther early successional or late successional 
unfragmented habitats it recognizes the value of both somewhat conflicting needs wilhin a large forested nree 
and provides for both habltats To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Plan's llmrts Is neither 
biologically necessary, nor economically efficient 

Unfragmented habitats, such as provided for In management areas 4, 6, 8. 9, 13, 22, and potllons of several 
other management areas, are described In Chapters 2 and 3 of the Revised Plan. 

The Revised Plan recognizes the values of forest management and vegetation manlpulation within the contert 
of multiple use management Much of the timber harvesting will be conducted speclfically to regenerate 
portions of an aging forest to provide early successional habltats The amount of regeneration provided varies 
among the twelve alternatives considered In detail in the FEIS. Several factors come into play Including the 
valuas that unfragmented habitats and roadless areas provide, value of and need for forest products that can 
be provided, and the costs versus beneflts derived from this actlon 

Estimated whiletailed deer carrying capaclty is maintained at present levels. Currently, in some areas of the 
forest, deer are Inhibiting regeneration of preferred timber species Other concerns include the development of 
a pronounced browse line which can be detrimental to many bird species that feed and nest in the understory. 
and that some rare plant specles are preferred as deer foods. Forested areas that contain high deer populations, 
over time, may loose some of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trends of 
National Forest hunting stamp sales) shows a very slow decline in the numbers of hunters. Based on past sales 
declines, a slight annual decline is predicted throughout the next decade. Increasing the deer herd, therefore, 
1s not a long term goal of the Revised Plan 

Population estimates were not made for the ruffed grouse, another species that prefers young forest areas 
However, there is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habitat l o  maintain this species 
throughout the Forest Some alternatives provide for a higher habltat carrying capacity forthis species and thus 
a higher hunting success rate. Grouse hunting accounts for approximately five percent of the hunting days 
afield on this Forest. In light of a below cost timber program, It is economically dlfficuitto lusttfq an increased 
timber program to increase ruffed grouse hunting success rates 

Early Buccesslonal habitat in the Revised Plan is provided in adequate amounts and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habitat will be found throughout the Forest. 

Further expianatvan of haw the Revised Plan providesforthe wide variety of wildllfe species lnhabrtingtheforest 
Is provlded In Chapter 2 under 'ISSUE 1 - BlODlVERSW and in 'ISSUE 8 - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 
(under the subheading of 'Featured Species') Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future 
conditions of the forest as they pertain to wildltfe 

L e k  1809 We really need uninterrupted buffer zones of at least 150 feet without timbering or motorized trails as a barrier 
for wildlife 

In many cases, buffers are afforded to wildlife From a planning standpoint, their appropriateness and width Is 
determined on a project level basis 

Response 

Letter 3981 EIS. 3 1  32, Paragraph 7 ~ Add Though statistics disclose that only IC% of Virginia's hunters use these lands ' 
(IB of 20%) 

Response Paragraph 7 has been rewritten based on information provided by theVirginia Department of Game and inland 
Fisheries to read as follows. 'Approximately 80,OOO hunters hunt on the Forest annually' Twenty percent of 
Vlrginia hunters hunted on the Forest in 1991 

LeWr 3981 Plan 2-2, paragraph 5 - Over 95% of the OW'S lands are open to so called 'wildlife management'. 'Enhancing' 
habitat for some creahrres degrades it for others Change this sentence to 'Approximately 98% of the forest 1s 
open to management alterations of wilditfe habitats ' 
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Response Page 2-2 of the Draft Revised Pian does not contain this statement It 1s true that habitat manipulation which is 
beneficial for some species may be detrimental to others. Habtatfor all plant and animal species inhabnlng the 
forest can not be provided for on every acre of the Forest. Wlldide habitat management is allowed throughout 
a majority of the Forest, but the actual portion of the forest that will annually be treated is a small fraction of one 
percent This includes habM management for sensitive, threatened and endangered species, and non-game 
management, as well as game management 

THE MIX OF QOODS AND SERVICES Dispersed Recreaiion Use 

Letter 08 By the Forest Service's own Visitor Use figures on Appendix CB, there has not been any increase in Visitor Days 
reported since 1975 For this reason alone there Is no justliication for setting aside 8w,000 acres for dispersed 
usa 

The 711,000 acres of the Forest that are unsultable for timber production were not 'set aslde' for dispersed 
recreation. Most of the land unsultable for timber production is located in lands where biological values 
[including habitat for game animals) are emphasized. Only unsurtabie lands wlrhin Management Areas 6, 10, 
11, and 13 are in areas of the Forest where dispersed recreation is emphasized. 

Response 

Letter x)29 Concentrated recreation activities are perhaps necessary However, the standards of MA 13 almost suggest the 
klnds of faoilties one would anticipate in a'Yogi Bear'campground Such facillties are already available outside 
the Forest I would urge MA 13sto morestrongly reflectthe'outdoors'and the treasures harbored by the Forest. 
I question statements along the longs of - addltionai wi id ih habitat improvements so long as they achieve 
overall wildine objectives Again, I wonder If that means manipulation for enhancing populations of only a select 
few species. 

Management Area 13 contains lands that vary in size and recreation use intensity. They generally provide for 
species preferring remote habltais 

Response 

Letter 2665 

Response 

No primnive recreational opportunities are provided in the Plan (EIS, 1-4). 

The ID Team is uncertain of the reason for this remark There is no such disclosure on page 1-4 of the DEIS. 

Letter 64 it was recently mentioned at our club that Hang Gliding has been dropped from the proposed Land Use Pian. 
I am aggrieved to hear this, and I hope It will be reconsidered, as we are a responsible group 

i am deeply concerned that pending re-definition of LRMP and EIS will effectively make it impossible to fly my 
Hang Glider in the George Washington National Forest, apply for consideration or approval to develop new 
launch 61185, or even keep open, use, or maintain the existing site at Woodstock 

I am wrlting this letter In the hope that you might consider adding wording to allow establishment of tiny special 
recreation site(s) in these areas for the purpose of hang glider launch, 

Please don't close the park for our sport (hang gliding) Please work wlth our clubs, CHGA and CVHGA to allow 
us the privilege and freedom of fiylng in this beautdui area to continue. 

We wish to express our support for the forthcoming proposal to amend your Land and Resource Management 
Plan which is being submmed to you by the Central Virginia Hang Gliding Association (CVHGA). 

Our sport has low-impact and its beauty can be appreciated by observer and participant alike. Launch sltes are 
accessible to anyone and make good scenic vistas 

I do not object to particular mountains being accessible only by foot trails, but to deslgnate ail mountain tops 
in the George Washington National Forest as restricted management areas would prevent hang gilding from 
well sulted areas 

Lstter 130 

Letter 130 

Letter 130 

Letter 133 

Letter 133 

Letter 170 
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Letter 176 I have been informed that HANG GLIDING activrties have not been e+ecfically included in the new plan Thls 
1s of great concern to me and my fellow HANG GLIDER pilois, an there are an alarming lack of launch sites 
available to us outside the Naonal Forest Our gliders are powered by purely natural means. We launch our 
HANG GLIDERS into the air by leg-power and thewind currents dothe rest HANG GLIDING is a quiet, beautnul, 
and non-Intrusive way for us to enioy our natural treasures. 

As a member of the hang gliding communky. I wan distressed to learn that the proposed management plan for 
the George Washington National Forest does not adequately represent our sport We would slmply like to 
continue to fly and enjoy the srtes as we have throughout the past And we would like to be equally represented 
In the new plan 

I would like to request that the new Management Plan recognue the sport of hang gliding an a legitimate use 
of these public lands and that It provide for continued access to sultable mountain top launch sites for the 
purpose of hang gliding. 

The purpose of this lener is to express support for the Central Virginia Hang Gliding Assn proposal for changes 
in the Pian. All we want is access and sufficient room to launch our gliders safely. Our use of the Forest does 
not infringe upon other users The George Washington National Forest affem more badb' needed opDoftuntt!8s 
for recreational flying than can be found elsewhere on the East Coast 

I request hang gliding to be resubmined on the Forest Mgmt Plan We take care of the forests and promote 
environmental safev and welfare Some of WV srtes are used by bird watching groups who keep statistics on 
bird wildlde. 

The Caprtol Hang Gliding Assn of which I am President supportsthe proposal prepared by the Central VA Hang 
Gliding Assn regarding hang gliding as not adequately being represented in the draft 

I am wrrting to express my concern over the alleged deletion of Hang Gliding as an activity covered by the Land 
Use Plan Several of our very best and safest sltes are located on National Forest, and loss of these sites would 
be a near-crippling blow to the sport in this region Our environmental impact is minimal 

Under new Land and Resource Management Plan, the sport of Hang Gliding has not been adequately 
considered and may even have been unfairly discriminated against. 

There are a very limlted number of flying sltes outside of National Forests, to lose even one would be atragedy. 
I would like to see an increase in the availability of land for more launch slles. not fewer 

I'm wrlting this letter to support the Central Virginia Hang Gliding Association and its proposal to open access 
to potential mountain locations for Hang Gliding site development and to keep open the sltes we now have 
Hang Gliding pilots would like to continue using our National Forests. 

I urge you to support the Central Virginia Hang Gliding Associations's proposal Hang Gliding has a vefy low 
environmental impact, does not interfere with other activities, and does not requlre exclusive access I believe 
Hang Gliding in the GWNF is entirely compatible wHh virtually all other users. To discriminate against Hang 
Gliding would be unfair and inconsistent with State and Federal natural resources management pollcy 

Foot launched Hang Gliding requires mountainous terrain for launching and soaring Options outside of publlc 
areas such as the national forests are extremely limited 

The sport of hang gliding has been excluded from the proposed plan I think (this) is a mistake. The sport of 
hang gliding has avery low environmental impact We do not Interfere with others who are also enjoying the 
wilderness areas Please include the sport of hang gliding in your Pian 

The Land and Resource Management Plan has excluded Hang Gliding and I object to this exclusion Hang 
Gliding Is one of the most Incredible ways of enjoying our wilderness wrthoui having negative environmental 
impact on our forests Our sport does not Intrude on other forest users We depend on the National Forests to 
allow us access to areas to be able to fly We need more public access to our forests and park lands for hang 
gliding 

Blanket language stating that hang gliding is permMed in all management areas 1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 
current language regulating management area not wrthstanding Specdies small clearings less than 2 acres 

Letter 287 

Letter 365 

Letter 368 

Letter 385 

Letter 853 

Letter 855 

Letter 1145 

Lener 1 I45 

Letter 1267 

Letter 1837 

Letter 1837 

Letter 2017 

Letter 2267 

Letter 2632 
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Managemem Area 6 (pg 2-38). Under recreation add after element 88' Hang gliding, as a prlmlthre non- 
motorized recreation, will be accommodated because of the lack of sultable sltes wlthin less restrictwe managb 
ment areas Very limlted vegetation manipulation of up to two acres may be necessaty. 

Management Area 7 (pg 2-42)' Under recreation add after element 118 Hang gliding will be accommodated 
Vegetation manipulation of up to two acres that will also accommodate scenic views and 8ome road construc- 
tion in conced wHh scenic road objeclives will be permitied. 

Management Area 9 (pg 2-63) Under recreation add a h  element 274. Hang gliding, being low Impact, will 
be accommodated because of the lack of suitable 6110s within less restrictive management areas. Very limlted 
vegetatlon manlpulation of up to two acres and some limlted road reconstruction to minimum OHV standards 
may be necessary 

Management Area 12 (pg 2-91)' Under recreation add after efemen1444. Hang gliding will be accommodated 
where possible Minimally developed recreation areas will be established wlth roads l o  minimum OHV stand- 
ards and vegetation manipulation of up to ten acres for launching and landing hang gliders 

Page 2-1. fourth paragraph, second sentence Amend to include hang gliding 

Page 2-1 1, last paragraph, first sentence Change from, 'Additional facilities might be provided-' to, 'Addltional 
faclilties will be allowed for-' 

Management Area 14 (pg 2.106) Under recreation add after element 530 Hang gliding will be accommodated 
where possible Minimally developed recreation areas may be established wlth roads to minimum OHV stand- 
ards and vegetatlon manipulation of upto five acres for launching and landing hang gliders. and consistent with 
wildllfe clearings 

Management Area 11 (pg. 2-77) Under recreation add after element 377 Hang gliding will be accommodated 
Vegetation manipulation of up lo  ten acres sultable for launching and landing hang gliders, and road construp 
lion to minimum OHV standards will be permitted. 

Management Area 8 (pg 2-56) Add element after element 226 Hang gliding, being low Impact, will be 
accommodated because of the lack of suitable sites within less restrictive management areas. Very limited 
vegetation manipulation may be necessary 

Management Area 1 (pg 2-24)' Under recreation add after element 8 Hang gliding will be accommodated 
because of the lack of suitable sites wlthln less restrictive management areas Very limited vegetation manipula- 
tion of up to two acres and some limned road reconstruction to minimum OHV standards may be necessary 

Management Area 4 (pg 2-29)' Under recreation add after element 25 Hang gliding, being low impact, will be 
accommodated because of the lack of sunable sltes wlthin less restrictive management areas. Very limned 
vegetation manipulation of UD to hvo acres and some limlted road reconstruction to minimum OHV standards 
may be necessary. 

I request that the new Land Resource Management Plan be amended to include hang gliding as a recreahonal 
activity I understand that this plan is based on a new Environmental ImDaOt Statement which did not cover hang 
g I i d i n g 

It is my hope that existing hang gliding launch areas be preselved and that future launch site development 
optlons remain open 

lncfude hang gliding within The George Washington National Forest Usage Plan as an activdy that can be 
permitted 

I would like i o  express my concern of a proposed change in the revised forest plan forthe GWNF. lnthe existing 
plan, hang gliding is an activity that is specifically addressed as an approprlate use forthe GWNF. The new plan 
does mention of this activity I hope hang gliding will be considered an appropriate recreational use for the 
GWNF 

The Hang Gliding commundy does not feel the public lands of the George Washington Forest (GWNF) are 
adequately accessible lo  meet our needs The management of terrain required for Hang Gliding as proposed 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 2632 

Letter 5468 

Letter 3731 

Letter 3784 

Letter 3844 

Letter 4010 
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by the Drafl Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (DLRMP) Is restrk4we to the degree that K w i d  
amount to exclusion of Hang Gliding from public lands This is unacceptable and unfair for an actlvity that is 
legalty sanctioned, is minimally intrusive an the environment, and does not require exclusionary use of forest 
resources. We request modification to the DLRMP and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEB) such 
that Hang Gliding has a fair opportunlty for access to public lands 

Hang Glldlng seems to have been excluded from representation In the drafting process of the current plan. Only 
13 'major' Interests were represented and Hang Gliding was not allowed direct representation. Hang Gliding 
was required to 'piggyback' onto one of the 13 groups provided wlth direct representation. Under thls arrange. 
ment, Hang Gliding Interests were ignored during the formulation and discussions of the 13 primary lnteresta 

We request Blanket language stating that Hang Gliding be permHted In Management Areas 1,4,7,9,11, 12, 14, 
15, 17, current language regulating each management area not withstanding k Is imperative that all of the 
management areasstated above beincluded Any single managementarea may contain upto8D% of our flying 
opportundies. thus striking any one management area could destroy most of the few suitable opons available. 
An example of possible Ianguage'Hang Gliding as a primitive non-motorized recreation, will be accommodated 
due to a lack of suitable sties wlthin less restrictive Management Areas. Umlted vegetation manipulation of up 
to two acres may be necessary. Where available and open, O N  roads will be considered suhable a c c w  ' 

The consideration of hang gliding was inadvertently omitted in the revision process. This error has been pointed 
out numerous times. This has been corrected and a discussion of hang gliding is included in the Revised Plan 
We looked at sties throughout the Forest as proposed by the Central Virginia Hang Gliding Association 
considering sutiability factors such as elevation above potential landing sties, prevailing winds. surrounding 
topography, and proximity to users. Additionally, we considered manageabdlty factors such as land ownership, 
conflicting uses, and rights of way for access While not all ofthesltesaresultable oreven manageable for hang 
gliding launch sites, several appear to have potential Three existing sltes and one that appears ready are 
Identified in the Revised Plan (refer to Management Area 12 in Chapter 3) 

Letter 4010 

LNer 4010 

Response 

Letter 91 

Letter 146 

ResDonse 

We strongly support your plans to protect critical resources and to expand recreational opportunlties 

The discredlted 1986 plan proposed only 7 areas for special management for recreation in which no timber 
harvesting would take place The current drafl plan proposes to manage approximately 114 of the total forest 
for roadless or for dispersed recreation This represents a great improvement. 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Letter 89 

Response 

Letter 138 

Response 

Letter 176 

The Forest Service should spend more time end effort in enforcing laws and regulations in the National Forest. 

Law enforcement is an integral part of management of the Forest The 1986 Plan recognized the need to reduce 
violations of laws and regulations. To address this Issue, the number of law enforcement personnel was 
Increased and new rules and regulations were issued to protect the Forest and m, users A Special Agent was 
also hired Prevention of crimlnal violations, most commonly through educatlcn. IS the law enforcement pro. 
gram's first priority. Every opportunlty 1s taken through day-to.day contacts wlth people to explain the laws 

My vision for the forest includes networks for trails shared by ORVs, motorcycles, mountain bikes and hikers 
Dispersed trail usage, in the long run, will have the least impact on the forest A well designed trail network will 
provide recreational opportunity for persons desiring a days worth of recreation or a weeks worth. 

Motorized and non-motowed use of iraris have been found to be incomp&bie for the mast part The Forest will 
smphasize non-motorized multiple user trails to the extent safety and manageabilw allow Some of the trails 
developed in Management Area 11 speclfically for unlicensed vehicle use will be open for motorcycles and 
larger 4x4 vehicles 

I am as concerned about the environment as anyone, and ti is easy to see that HANG GLIDING has a negligible 
Impact on the natural balance of the forest 

Dlsparsed Recreation Use 
MIX OF GOODS AND SERVICES 

I - 656 



Letter 365 

Letter 3731 

Letter 3731 

Letter 3731 

Response 

Hang gliding Is an 'environmentally friendly' activky Development of some hang glldlng launch sites may 
require the removal of vey limited number of trees but these launch siies can and oflen do serve the double 
function of hand glider launch &e and scenic overlook Accessto suitable launch sites on privaie lands arevaly 
limited to continued access to sites In the National Forests and other puMlc land8 Is crnlcal to our sport 

Hang glldlng Is an emmely low Impact, nonpolluting, sllentsport which most ofthe public seem to find visually 
pleasing. 

Modlflcatlons are vlsually unobtrusive enough to be dmlcuit to detect from the valley b l o w  

Launch areas are popular with other users who enjoy watching hang gliding activities 

Hang gliding has a minimum Impact on the natural resources. ldentlfied launch sltes will be studied on a site 
spectflc basls a8 to Impacts of access and other developments 

Letter 279 

Letters 1439.3931 

Letter 279 

Lener 284 

Response 

[SUggeStl dispersed recreation emphasize backpacking, horseback rtdlng, hlklng, and prrmitive camping. 

The plan should emphasize non-motorized recreation values Response Such non-motorized reoreation 1s 
emphasized In Management Areas 6. 8,9, 13, and 21 and is acceptable In most other Management Areas. 

[Suggest] existing trail system be maintained and/or reconstructed A few new trails may be permitted where 
there 1s a clear demand for their use, such as completing the Allegheny and Massanutten Weat Trails and an 
Interconnecting trail between the Big Blue and Allegheny Trails. The Big Blue Trail, the Allegheny Trail, the 
Trlmble Mtn Trail, and the Massanutten Min Trmls [should be] designated as National Reoreation Trails 

Allow mora recreation areas, particularly for hiking 

Appendix B of the Revised Plan contains a list of trail construction and reconstruction projects. This list does 
notvaly by alternative Prloritiesfor constructing individual trails will change Individual projects will be selected 
on an annual basis depending on available funding and public demands 

Letter 869 

Response 

There should also be an emphasis l o  increase hiking trails and primitive areas for camping. 

The Revised Plan recognizes the Importance of hiking and dispersed camping. Management Areas 9 and 13 
specifically emphasize such opportunities wiih other management areas likewise offering many nonmotorized 
opportunllies 

Letter 884 

Response 

I would like to see trails managed for non-motorized recreational vehicles I do not support the building of any 
new A N  trails and would like to see stricter enforcement and penalties upon persons using ANs  In unautho- 
rized areas 

Wiih the exception of the Appalachian Trail and trails in wilderness, the vast majority of Forest trails are open 
to nonmotorized recreational vehicle use 

Aiternatives 3, 7. 9, 11 and 13 do not designate any motorized trails, etfectlvely eliminating opportunltlesfor 
legal A N  use on the Forest. These alternatives are considered in detail in the FElS One could be selhed by 
the Regional Forester to s e w  as the Revised Pian d it is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public 
beneftts. 

The question of law enforcement and penalties for unauthorized use by AWs is outside the scope of the 
revision 
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Lenersm, 1167,1429,1523,1524,1525,1526,1527,1528,1529,1530,1531,1671,1730.~731,~732,1!343,1944,2l48,2t49,2t50, 
2151,2152,2~53,2~54,2400,2401,2764, 2765,2766,2767,2892,2%25,3087,3088,3~47,3146,3149,3150.4(393 

Prlmltive and non-motorized recreational values should be emphasized. 

Letter 1297 

Lener I443 

Letter 2327 

Lener 2675 

Lener 2705 

Letter 3619 

Letter 4050 

Response 

Promote non-motorized recreation. 

The tralls and recreation in the GWNF should emphasize primltive and nonmotarized recreation values 

Promote low-impact reorealional activlties 

The plan for this forest should emphasize primitlve recreation and wilderness areas, and all recreatlon should 
be non-motorized 

Non-motorized recreational use wdhin the Forest should be stressed 

The pian should emphasize primitive and non-motorized vehicle trails which would provide for non-degrading 
forms of recreation. 

Passive, low-impact recreation should be encouraged 

All alternatives recognize primitive and non-motorized recreationvalues Alternative 3 was specifically formulat- 
ed to emphasue primibve, non-motorued recreation This alternative is considered in detail in the FElS and 
could be selected by the Regional forester as the Revised Forest Plan d d 1s identified ah the akernative that 
maximizes net public benefits 

The Revised Plan recognizes the mportance of nonmotorized dispersed recreation Management Areas 6, 9 
and 21 specdically emphasize such oppoitunlties with other management areas likewise offering many nonmo- 
torized opportunities Management Area 8 contains wilderness and wilderness study areas, the mo8t prlmltive 
dispersed recreation opportunltles on the Forest 

Lener 982 

Response 

Although the Plan calls for trail sharing, it should clearly and unequivocally speclfy NON-MOTORIZED and 
primltive recreational use. Horses should defindely be allowed, but theirtrails should have a generally durable 
base and sultable grades to reduce erosion 

The Forest Service has found that motorized and non-motorized use of trails are not compatible. A N  trails are 
iimltedlothose lying in Management Area 11 OHVuse is notpermmed on othersystem trails with the exception 
of the Neals Gap trail for persons with disabilities Horses are allowed on most other trails on the Forest The 
Appalachian Trail is the notable exception, It is for foot traffic only. 

Lener 3968 

Response 

Through public awareness and education, multiple use and shared recreation can be achieved. lt 1s lmperatlve 
that the Tread Lightlyl program be Implemented even more so in the multiplwse prescriptions and associated 
guidance for each management area. 

Experience has shown that motorized and non-motorized use of trails are incompatible The Multiple Uhe - 
Sustained Yield Act of 1060, while directing that National Forests be managed for multiple uses, recognizes that 
not every use may occur on every piece of land This holds true for trails 

Lener 1069 

Letter 1073 

Response 

Trail sharing between hikers, bikers, and horseback riders is not practical Each type of recreation needs e 
dtfferent trail-type and trails should be developed wlth this in mind 

I oppose permining the use of mountain bikes on tralls to be used for hiking Mountaln bikes can be a nuisance 
and should be confined to roads wide enough to allow them to safely pass hikers They should not be permmed 
on narrow mountain trails 

Though there are differing needs among the various user groups, experience has shown that shared use of 
non-motorized trails can be qulte successful Nationwide, the Forest S e ~ i c e  is commrtted to a share-ihe-trail 
concept We acknowledge that there are conflicts between user groups, but feel thatlhe public is bener sewed 
by accepting and minimizing these conflicts rather then eliminating them Thus, a far greater system of tralls is 
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available to a far greater number of people We do separate motonzed and non-motorized use Mountain bikes 
are prohibrted in the wildernesses and on the Appalachian Trail Horses are prohibrted on the Appalachian Trall 

Lener 1078 

Response 

Though trail sharing may be appropriate in some instances, the plan should emphasize prlmltive and nonmotor- 
lzed recreation values and insure that trail where horses are permitied have sufficient hard surface and sultable 
grade 

The respondent is encouraged to contact the Ranger Distriots and idenw speclfic tra~ls that may be hardened 
wNh sudable grades for equestrian use Trail construction and reconstruction priordies will be determined on an 
annual basis once funding is received and priorities are determined 

Lener 1086 

Response 

Emphasize nature as God gave ii to us-trails for hiking, but NOT for motorized vehicles. I seek solace when I 
hike In the Forest. not the noise which I have evely day in the city 

The Forest SeNice recognizes the conflicts between motorized and non-motorized use. Forthls reason, the uses 
are separate in the preferred alternative Motorized use is allowed only on trails developed for such use in 
Management Area 11 The vast majority of Forest Trails are for non-motorized use onb. There is tremendous 
opportunlty for gening away from motorized vehicles in all alternatives 

Letter 1143 

Response 

As motorcyclists, we promote sound, environmental management 

Experience has shown that motorized and non-motorized use are generally not compatible and for this reason 
the uses are separated inthe preferred alternative Nationwide, the Forest Sernce IS emphasizing the sharathe- 
trail concept and It is adopted for non-motorized use on the Forest 

Lener I 143 

m e r  1149 

Lener 3695 

Response 

Lenar I 156 

Response 

Letier 1250 

Response 

We also supporl multiple-use of compatible uses, logging trails, mountain bicycles, ATVs and motorcycles can 
share with hikers and equestrians given some common understanding and mutual respect 

Trails in the forest must primarily be those for foot travel. Any trail upon which horses are allowed must be such 
that erosion Is minimized 

Emphasize non-motorized and self-sufficient recreational values Horses can severely damage trails, please 
consider the appropriate hails when using this designation 

Nationwide. the Forest Service 1s committed to the share-the-trail concept However, this 1s not to be taken that 
all users will use evely mile of the Forest's system trails. In fact, the vast malorlty of over 900 miles of trails are 
wirable for fool travel only Equestrian users have demonstrated by their comments and cooperation that they 
are concerned wrth preventing erosion as well as the safety of their animals. 

Emphasize non-motorized recreatlcnal trail use to reduce Ira1 degradatlon and protect wildlfie 

The vast malorlty of the Forest's over 900 miles of trail ere managed for non-motorized use. Motorized trails are 
allowed only in Management Area 1 1 ,  

Trall sharing by hikers, horses and bicyclisls is not possible unless the trail has a hard surface Horses are 
particularly hard on primitive trails, and must be banned or have separate trails. 

We understand the conflicts among non-motorized users, but disagree that they are a major problem Natlon- 
wide, the Forest Service is commiffedto the share-the-trail concept. In reality, this does not mean that equestrian 
users, mountain bikers, and backpackers will ail want to use the same trails R has been the experience ofthe 
Forest that the horseback riders have a very strong concern for the safety and well being of their anlmals and 
want to stay on the trails that are most suitable to them. The Revised Plan calls for the development of several 
campgrounds designed with facilities for equestrian users These will be developed in cooperatton with 
Individuals and groups who are most interested Shared trails with an emphasis on design and construction for 
use by horseback riders should be part of this 
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Letter 1260 All trails should emphasize primiiive and non-motorized recreatlon. horses do a lot of damage to people trails 
and should be limited to those trails that are sufficiently hard packed and graded appropriately. 

The plan needs to emphasize primitive and non-motorized recreation values. Any trails on which horses are 
allowed should have sufficient hard surface and a sunable grade 

Emphasize primHive and non motorized traveling Horses should not be allowed on steep grades or soft 
sulfates as It c a w s  erosion1 

Appendn: 6, Trail Construction There Is only one horse trail in the trail list for five new horse camps With heavy 
horse use, people will avold the trails 

We suppolt multipleuse of the trails We have no problems with the hiker's use of these trails We believe this 
Is the best use of the forest and also the most economical. 

Nationwide, the Forest Service is commmed to the share-the-trail concept for non-motonzed trails However, this 
is not to be taken that all users will use every mile of the Forest's system trails. Equestrian users have 
demonstrated by their comments and cooperation that they are concerned with preventing damage to trails 88 
well as the safety of their animals. Sy viltue of their needs. horseback riders are expected to stay primariiy on 
trails that are sultable In surface treatment and grade 

Letter 1652 

Letter 3647 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4052 

Response 

Letter 1313 

Response 

Your plan does not go far enough in protecting trails & rec 

Trails and recreation play an imponant role and are protected in all aiternatives discussed in the F E R  
Anticipated demand for recreation activities, dispersed and developed. is met or exceeded In ail alternatwes. 
The Forest Selvice has been and will continue to be the largest supplier of outdoor recreation In the nation 

Letter 1323 

Response 

LeUer 1661 

Response 

Some trails for mountain bikes are acceptable 

Nationwide, the Forest Service is committed to the shars-the-trail concept for non-motorized use of trails 
Mountain bicycles are permitted on all trails except those In wilderness and the Appaiachian National Scenic 
Trail, yet rt is realized that not all trails are suitable or desirable for their use There are expected to be minimal 
conflicts between non-motorized users 

The only trails that should be built are horse trails 

Nationwide, the Forest Service is commMed to the share-the-trail concept for nonmotorized use Trail construc- 
tion and reconstruction projects have been listed in the Revised Forest Plan but have not been prioritized 
Several of the trails listed are to be constructed primarily for horseback use, but are not Intended to be solely 
for horseback use Funding for trail construction Is received on a year-by-year basis and the trails to be 
constructed will be determined each year once funding is recaived and priortiies are determined 

Letter 2036 

Letter 2036 

Letter 2036 

We would like to see the plan further emphasize Its support of horse trails [through] three additional strategies 

The production of more horse trails, especially loop trails that can be ridden in one afternoon or one day 

The 65 mile Roanoke/BotetouNRockbridge County Horse Trail through the Glenwood District of the Jefferson 
National Forest could be coordinated wkh a Horse Camp in the Pedlar District Extend this trail over the James 
River, through the Pedlar District, and onto the Sherando Lake area 
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Letter 2038 

Letter M36 

Response 

Letter 2048 

Response 

[Include] horse camps in the James River and Pedlar Distriots. 

Plan a similar trail on the western slopes of the Valley from the CIRcn Forge area to the Wocdstwk are& 

The three addnicnal strategies presented In the comment we dlscussed Individually below: 

(1) Appendlx B of the Revised Pian lists trail construction and reconstruction projects. Several of these are 
proposed to be constructed for use by horseback riders. Priorities for construction are not determined to allow 
for change over time Funding for trail construction is received on a year-byyear basis. Therefore trails to be 
constructed will be determined each year once funding is received. Nationwide, the Forest Sewlce is committed 
to the share-the-trail concept for non-motorized use However, it is realized that horses have special needs in 
surfacing and grade. 

(2) Proposed horse camps for the James River and Pedlar districts have been included In the Revised Forest 
Plan. These will not be for exciusive use by equestrian users, but will have facilities to accommodate homes 

(3) The pcssibllity of constructing trails to connect wlth existing or proposed trails on the Jefferson National 
Forest should be presented at the ranger district level Several of the proposed trail construction proieots listed 
in Appendtx B of the Revised Plan lie in the areas mentioned by the comment and could most likely be 
constructed to accommodate horses. 

k is acknowledged that loop trails that can be ridden in an afternoon or a day are preferred 

Enhance the use of the forest by hikers and campers and similar other recreational uses. 

The Revised Pian will enhance the Forest Trail system with numerous trails proposed in Appendix B Priorities 
for construction ofthese trails will be determined on a yearly basis as funding becomes available. An expansion 
of the developed recreation program is likewise included The Forest Sewice provides more outdoor recreation 
opportunities than any other agency or organizatlon In the nation and this is not expected to change 

Letter 2347 

Response 

Letter 2498 

Response 

Promote low-impact actMies like primitive camping and hiking rather than motorspcrt. 

Non-motorlzed, dispersed recreation hastraditionally made up a large part of use on the GWNF Thls trend will 
continue Management Areas 6, 6, 9, and 21 specdicaiiy promote non-motorized, remote recreation use and 
several other management ares offer similar opportunlties 

Trails that allow horses should have a hard base. 

Trails constructed for equestrian use will have a suitable base and grade. 

Letter 2513 

Response 

Pian to increase wilderness area recreation opponunaes and reduce the A N  areas (all recraationists would be 
better off In the long run, including the present A N  owners). 

The Revised Pian seeks to balance the recreation opportunities of the Forest maximizing net public benefits. 
This entails a balance of all resources Including wilderness, and non-motorized recreation as well a motorized 
recreation 

Letter 2613 

Response 

r h e l  plan fails to adequately address the demand for primitive recreational experiences by the general public, 
and the increasing detrimental effects of overuse on the limited number of estebiished wilderness areas In bath 
GWNF and Shenandoah National Park 

Remote, non-motorized recreation opportunities are specifically emphasized in Management Areas 6.8,9, and 
21 Several other Management Areas likewise offer similar opportunities within the emphasis of the individual 
areas 
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Overuse of existing Congressionally designated wildernesses likely result8 from easy access rather than 
wilderness designation Addressing the detrimental Impacts is appropriate on an area by area basis In manage 
ment This is not a land management planning question 

Letter 4053 

Resoonse 

Due to the high alr pollution level In some park areas, non-motorized recreation should ba encouraged. 

Air pollution from on-Forest motorized recreation is insigntfioant when compared to air pcllution from off-For& 
sources. 

Letter 2755 

Response 

biter 3728 

Response 

Trimble and Hankey Mountains are heavily used for recreation and should be unsuitable for timber. Trlmble 
Mountain 1s located across the road from Todd Lake and is a popular trall for campers. Section C of the Wild 
Oak National Recreation Trail goes along the crest of Hankey Mountain. and is included In manv of the 
commerclal hiking guidebooks 

The high recreation value of these trails Is recognized While some i"er activlties may be present to &age 
dead or dying irees. rehabilitate or enhance scenic vistas, or prowde wlldlde habtlai, d lsio be done In such a 
way as to minimize Impacts to the trails 

Comments re Appendu 8 We recommend deletion of the Devil's Garden new constructton due io conflict wlth 
a major bobcat denning area. We recommend deletion of the Racer Camp new construction to protect the natwe 
trout fishery in the headwaters 

The trail Construction and reconstruction projects in Appendu B will be priorltized on an annual basis as funding 
allows All new construction projects must go through an environmental analysis to determine impacts on 
resources in the area This project level analysis will address such issues as the bobcat denning area in the 
Dsvil's Garden area and protection of the native trout fishery of Racer Camp 

Letter 3731 

Response 

Letter 3685 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Response 

These small clearings probably beneflt the ecology of the areas by enhancing the growth of low tolerance flora 
and encouraging species diversification. 

The benefb of small openings in the Forest are known to provide valuable habitat for certain wildllfe species 

I strongly encourage you to maximize the acreage set aside for wilderness and less Intensive recreational use 
of the forest, such as hiking and backpacking, and to minimize the acreage used for clearcutting and other 
exiractive and aesthetically damaging activltles. 

Non-motorized dispersed recreation has traditionally made up a large part of the Forest Service recreation 
program and this will remain so In the future under ail alternatives. The Regional Forester will select the 
alternatwe that mwmues net public benefits with a consideratton for the needs of all resources, recreatton, 
wildllfe, timber, water, soil, etc 

Areas adiacent to all forest campgrounds should be managed wlth hiking trails, interpretwe trails. wildltfe 
viewing areas Intrusive practices should be prevented from occurring such as Highly. motorized use routes, 
ATV-OW trails, timber cutting, etc phis] should also apply for areas identfied with any recreational conceDt 
such as 13A, 138, trail corridors, et0 

Where possible and appropriate. many areas adjacent to developed recreation areas have been allocated to 
Management Area 13 which emphasnes dispersed recreanon wlth such achvlties BS hiking and wildlife viewing 
Motorized recreation such as A N  use is restricted to Management Area 11 and are not likely io impact 
developed recreation areas unless the site is spectfically managed as a staging area for an A N  trail 

Letter 3840 Drafl talks about horse camps only, with no mention of trails - should address trail sultabilrty issues and user 
group conflict issues 
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Response Trails are discussed in Appendix E. Several 01 these are to be developed wlth horse use 88 an emphasis 
Prlorlties for construction will be determined on an annual basis as fundlng allows Ills acknowledged that there 
are conflicts among non-motorized user groups on trails These will be dealt wilh on a project level basla 

Letier 3840 

Response 

South Fork Shenandoah River - Adjacent forest lands. No new timber management projects in river corridor or 
adjacent 138 area May maintain existing wlldlde clearings. fields. etc This is probably one ofthe most highly 
visited places on the forest due to the canoe outfilters services 

In the Revised Plan, timber management Is not emphasized In areas adjacent to the South Fork of the 
Shenandoah RNer 

Letier 3883 

Response 

Low-cost recreation with lltlle or no adverse impact on the wilderness experience should be made available to 
all cltizens Extensive unbroken wild areas should be defined and preserved for this purpose 

Remote, ncn-motorized recreation opportvnities are emphasized in Management Area 6,8,9, and 21 with other 
areas offering similar experiences wlthln the emphasis of the parlicuiar management area. The extensive areas 
mentioned In the comment are provided in these management areas Management Area 13, located primarily 
adjacent to developed recreation areas, has several areas of concentrated use that setve as a &%/nu area for 
the recreation opporlunities in the area 

~etter 3887 

Response 

Letier a%? 

Letter 391 1 

Response 

We are pleased that the upper section of the [Norlh] river is under the heavy dispersed recreation designation 
This 1s appropriate given the accessibility for forest visitors and extent of current use 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Include plans for upgrading and adding to trails for non-motorized recreational vehicles, such as bicycles and 
horses 

The proposal should include plans for upgrading and adding to trails for ncnmotorized recreational vehicles, 
such as bicycles and horses These types of vehicles are signlficantly less damaging to the forest and the 
corresponding trails far less obtrusive than those of ATVs The GWNF plan should acknowledge the increase 
In demand for bike paths rather than for new ATV trails. 

Appendix E of the Revised Plan contains trail construction and reccn~truction projects This list Includes !nosily 
non-motorized trails that would be suitable for shared uses as mentioned In the comment This 1s not to say that 
every trail will be suitable for every type cf use, bikes, hiking, cr horses Priorities for constructlon will be 
determined on an annual basis as funding allows The Forest acknowledges the demand for bike use on trails 
AN'S will be allowed only on trails that are constructed for and designated specdlcally for their use by Forest 
Supervisor's orders 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letter 3962 

Response 

A section on trails [should) be added since human travel is principally on system trails. Add standards 283290 
to this section. 

Trails in Management Area 13 are managed in accordance wilh Common Standards at the end of Chapter 3 of 
the Revised Plan A reformated section on desired future conditions discusses trails 

Primitive and non-motorized recreational opportunities should be emphasized in all Management Areas In the 
Plan 

Dispersed non-motorized recreation may occur in every management area However, It must conform to the 
management emphasis of each management area 

Letter 3962 Corridors should be created for all trails to protect them from destructicn by timbering These corridors would 
provide small wildllfe migration corridors 
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Response Trail corridors are protected as appropriate considering the use of each indniduai trail and the management 
emphasis of each management area Many of the trails naturally serve 88 e migration route for wildllfe 

Letter 3984 Increase the area available for dispersed non-motorized recreation. The forest 1s meklng a terrible mistake in 
catering to the wishes of the All-Terrain Vehicle and other off road vehicle crowd. 

The vast majoriiy of the forest is available for dispersed non-motorized recreation AN'S ere restricted to trails 
specifically designed and constructed for A N  use and designated by Forest Supervisor's Orders fortheir use 
and occur only in Management Area 11. Motorized use as mentioned in the comment is a legitimate part of 
outdoor recreation and is part of mukiple use management 

Response 

Lelter 4010 We request that 10 sites be added within the next 5 years A list is &ached showing potenbal skes and should 
be considered en integral part of the proposed changes We have broken out the sites into 3 categories. [I) 
preferred (2) secondary 'good sites' and (3) alternative 'sites wlul potential problems' We request wording that 
would guarantee that 5 sitesfrom the primary list and 5 sites from the secondary or the aiiernatne list be opened 

Response 

within the next 5 years. 

The list mentioned in the comment has been reviewed wlth each Ranger District with each slte evaluated 
Working with the Central Virginia Hang Gliding Club, the Forest has identlfled the most promising skes but 
cannot make a guaranty as requested There are sites identmed in the Revised Plan for hang gliding launch 
areas Continued cooperation and work with the club will likely identdy additional suitable sites 

Letter 4010 Beginning in 1985, Hang Gliding managed to obtain three sites within the GWNF These three sdes represent 
only afraction of our current needs, astatusquo is unacceptable The locations now available to Hang Gilding 
tend to be overcrowded which poses severe restrictions on the growth of our sport To have fair access 
commensurate with other user groups, Hang Gliding must be allowed to expand by easing some of the 
management restrictions on National Forest terrain that is necessary for our actndy. 

Hang gliding is recognized as a legitimate use of National Forest lands Potential hang gliding launch sites have 
been reviewed as to suitabildy, accessibility, and availability The Forest intends to continue work wlth the 
Central Virginia Hang Gliding Association in identdying suitable stes Hang gliding is awry low impact sport 
However, It does require easy access, appropriate height above a sultable landing field, proper wind direction, 
and no conflicts with existing uses such as electronic sites It's not always a question of 'easing restrictions'. 

Response 

Letter 4052 The members of the Valley Saddle Club support the idea of a horse camp in the George Washingion NaUonal 
Forest, especially in the Camp Todd area 

The Revised Pian contains provisions for several campgrounds with facilities for keeping horses in Management 
Area 12. Specific reference to Camp Todd has been removed to allow for a broader scope of possible sites on 
the Dry River Ranger District Site specrfic analysis will be completed for the design and construction of these 
campgrounds 

Response 

Letter 4052 The CampTodd area is an ideal spot for a horse camp because R is very accessible end there are avariety of 
trails in the area 

lt is recommended that the commenterwork with the Dry River Ranger District in developing a campgroundwith 
facilities for horses either at Camp Todd or elsewhere on the District 

Response 
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Letter 4052 

Response 

The other areas whlch are Ideal also are Deerfield, Warm Springs, and the Edlnburg Gap. 

Each of the Ranger Districts concerned have proposals for campgrounds with facilities lor keeping horses 

THE MIX OF QOODS AND SERVICES DevelopeQ Recreallon 

Letter n s  

Response 

Letter 2 s  

Leeer 2755 

Response 

Letter 91 

Response 

Letter 279 

Letter 3940 

Letter 3643 

[Suggest] existing developed reo areas be maintained and provided wlth full acceeslbility to persons with 
dlsabllltles, and no additional highly developed sltes, like Sherando Lake, be created A few addltlonal small, 
relatively unimproved reo sites [should be] permmed where there is a clear demand for their use 

All developed recreation sltes will be accessible to persons wlth dlsabllltles No major recreation areas are 
planned, however, several are scheduled for expansion or enhancement to meet existing, known demands A 
few may be provided in the dlspersed areas of the Forest in areas of concentraied public use, prlmarlty to 
protect the resources of the area or to serve as a staging area for the dispersed activlties 

I would like to comment on the Camp Todd Horse Camp proposed in the GWNF Draft Management Plan. This 
locailon Is not appropriate for a horse camp. First of all, It is along FSR 95 in the flood plain of the North River 
Second, the Wild Oak Trail crosses FS 95 at Camp Todd The only alternatives for trad riding from this site are 
up the Wild Oak to Big Bald in the Ramsey's Draft Addltion roadless area or across the North RNW and up the 
Wid Oak Trail to Little Bald in the Little River roadiess area Both trails are VERY steep and inappropriate for 
horses A horse camp in this location would invlte more use, and this Increase would be detrimental to the 
resources in this area Please consider elther dropping this Horse Camp from the plan or finding another more 
sunable iocaiion 

Do not plan a horse camp at Camp Todd This area Is located in the flood plain of the North River between two 
roadiess areas, Ramseys Draft Addmon and Lmle River Ail the trails nearby are too steep for use by hones 

Specdlc reference to a horse camp at Camp Todd on the Dry River Ranger District has been removed from the 
Revlsed Plan However, ihere has been much interest expressed in oonstruchon of a campground with faoildies 
for horses to be located somewhere on the Dry River District and provision for such a facility 1s Included In 
Management Area 12. The Forest will work wlth interested users in selecting a site and slte specific anelysls will 
be completed to determine the impads and feasibility of the selected slte 

We are gratified to learn of your very ambitious plan for an expanded interpretive program We hope that our 
programs will be mutually supportive and complementaty 

We, too, recognize the Importance of our agencies working together and coordinating our efforb so that ~ u r  
programs are complementary and provide maximum beneflts to the public and to the resources In our charge. 

Interpretive programs should include the discussion of ecosystem restoration, forest ecology, conservation 
biology, and island biogeography. 

Pian. Page2-11, Paragraph7 As part of interpretive programs, state the objectives ofthe differemmanagement 
areas and the management practices used to anain those objectives Tell the land management and multiple 
use stories - illustrate end explam clearcutting, sheltewood, group selectlon, prescribed burnlng. reoreahon, 
etc. DonS hide management practices Use the practices as an opportunity to educate the public about them 

The Department also recommends that the Alternative 8 developed recreation program be substltuted for the 
Alternative 10 program We believe the Alternative 8 developed recreational program balances public use wlth 
habitat protection By adopting the expansion of developed recreational sltes for Alternative 10, the Forest 
Service cosk would be increased. However, the Forest Selvlce can minimize the additional cost of developing. 
maintaining. and administering these camping facilities by reducing costs in other program areas This would 
be partially accomplished by eliminating or substantially reducing the prescribed burning program for mainlaln- 
lng early successional vegetation. We do recommend that the program be maintained forthe 1003w acres per 
year that may need to be burned to preserve the special Biological Areas In a natural state Prescribed burnlng 
does not provlde substanilaiiy ddferent habltak than clearcutting We believe that the prescribed bumlng funds 
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Letter 3643 

Response 

would be better spent on the development and administration of camping facillties as planned under Alternatrve 
8 

Subtltuie the Aliernative 8 developed recreation program for the Alternatwe 10 program 

The developed recreation program in Alternatwe 8A has been added to Alternative 10 

Letter 4035 

Response 

Letter 4035 

Response 

interpretation plans flawed -The interpretive program in Draft Pian Appendn C fails to lay the groundwork of 
a plan that would explain multiple use to the public H fails to use interpretive tools to foster user Cooperation 

'Foundations', found in Appendn C. is e collection of proposals for Interpretive programs The intent is that this 
will be a dynamic, evolving document in which materiel is added or deleted as new ideas are presented and 
considered (P. C12). Interpretation of mukiple-use management including timber management. is included 
along the Highlands Scenic Tour (P C-32 and 33) There will be further opportunW for the public to comment 
on a project by project basis 

Planning should focus on how faciiitles and Interpretation can encourage shared use 

The comment is consistent wlth the interpretive goals provided in Appendix C of the Revised Plan The 
proposed facilmes for interpretwe use are generaliy suggested for exishng facildies or new developments in 
developed recreation areas 

Letter 4035 

Response 

I strongly protest the interpretive concept cited in 'Highlands ScenicTour Forest Mgmt' lt states, The Task of 
managing a forest to beneflt both man and nature is very dlfficuk Efforts to utilize some natural resources while 
improving other aspects of the environment are complex and ddficuk to achieve ' This negatnre approach to 
managing resources and mukipie use has no place in an organization which has been given this mandate 
Forest Management interpretation should emphasize the beneflts of multiple use and the successes of steward- 
ship 

There was no intention to take a nigative approach in interpreting resource management The sentence has 
been changed to better reflect our intent The fact is that the Forest Service is finding that people need and want 
a wider variety of uses, values, products and sewices from the national forests than in the past Not everyone 
agrees that the agency should provide for all of these needs and wants The amount of 'development and wise 
use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced against the needs and values which are 
foregone wlth such development 

Letter 1546 

Response 

There is no description of the camping and recreational facillties and whether they are or will be blended Into 
the surrounding area Are they made of materials found on slte? 

A description of recreation facilities to be developed is Inappropriate for the Revised Plan or FEE lt is not likely 
that any recreetlonfacilltles will be construcied wkh meterlalsfound on slte The exception mlgM beihe use of 
native stone for walls and building facades Be assured that all facillties will be designed and constructed to 
maintain a qualrty Forest Service design ethic 

Letier 2632 

Response 

Appendix, page C30, under Highlands ScenicTour Natural Resources, end of page add fourth bullet. 'Allow 
and enhance recreational opportunities ' 

Appendu C, The Interpretive Pian, is a collection of proposals Each will be reviewed and planned indrvidually 
on a project level basis The Interpretive Plan will be a dynamic, evolving document in which material IS added 
or deleted as new ideas are presented and considered 

Letter 2823 We support the emphasis placed on developed recreation that is proposed in alternative 8 Those proposals 
should be included in the final plan regardless of the akernative selected 
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Response Developed recreation emphasis in each alternative is in accord wlth the underlying philosophy of each indwidu- 
ai alternative Where such a developed program is appropriate, lt is included, but R is not appropriate in every 
anernatlve. 

Letter 3637 

Response 

Letter 3637 

Response 

Addltional lakeside camping should be promoted on Coles point in Alleghany County 

Coles Point has been developed as a swim slte, boat launch site, and picnic area There is no room and 
therefore no plans to add a campground there Camping on Lake Moomaw is at nearby Morris Hill end Bolar 
Mountain 

We want to see handicapped and childrens fishing opportunities promoted at Lake Moomaw We feel that fees 
collected at Lake Moomaw should be used to construct these facilities and Improve the present ones. 

As funding allows, such facilities will be developed on Lake Moomaw User fees generated from facilltles on the 
Lake are but a small portion of the necessary funding The rest will have to come from appropriated funds in 
the budgeting process controlled by Congress 

Letter 3660 

Response 

Letter 3689 

Response 

I wholehealtedly support the construction of rdle ranges on each District 

Tothe extent that cooperating individuals and groups as well as funding allows, rdle ranges will be constructed. 

Recreational development. especially motorized, should have low priority 

Recreation development in each alternative is as appropriate wlth the underlying philosophy of each individual 
alternative The Regional Forester will select the alternative to serve as the Revised Forest Plan that maximizes 
net public beneMs. The irade-offs among the resources, including opportunmes for motorized recreation, must 
be considered in making the selection 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Horse camps and trails need to be veiy carefully located as to user conflict and trail damage. Elizabeth Furnace 
and Camp Todd are both poor suggestions for horse camps. Trails are very steep, subject to considerable 
damage and erosion with a 1200 Ib horse Horse camps should be placed wlth consideration as to riding 
opportunities on old forest roads wlth gentler grades and away from intensive use areas where user conflicis 
are impossible not to occur 

His agreedthat care must betaken in locating and designing campgroundswithfacilitiesfor homes Beforeany 
such work Is done. sitsspecific analysis will be completed so as io determine impacts Specdic design and 
construction wlll be done to minimize unacceptable impacts to the resources of the land as well as the safely 
and well being ofthe horses The Forestwill work with cooperating user groupstoensurethe best development 
of the campgrounds 

Letter 3940 

Response 

Plan: Page 2-8, Paragraph 4 Developed recreation needs to be aligned with the objectives of the other 
management areas The desired future conditions should be to provide a variety of recreational opportunltres. 
Don't leave this open-ended by simply saying 'to meet the public demand 'Other considerations are necessary 

Facilities to provide developed recreation opportunities will be constructed only as needed as indicated by 
demand R seems pointless to construct facilities for which there is little or no demand. There are a broad range 
of considerations to take Into account before development occurs 

Letter 3951 Developed Recreation - Keep the acres at about 1800 acres Install electric hookups at the larger campgrounds. 
Construct two group campgrounds at Lake Moomaw (one on each side of the lake). Construct a 'western 
gateway information station' on 1-64 near Jerrys Run with a 2530 family unH campground Complete the 
campground at Longdale Recreation Area and add some type of display to commemorate the CCC construction 
of the Faciltiy (for minorities at that time). Keep the northern gateway on 1-81 proposal Work wRh the Corps of 
Engineers on displays at their Visitor Center at Gathright Dam Work with the VDGlF on providing access on the 
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Response 

major rivers within the Forest Proclamation Boundary for all users, including the handicapped Provide for 
expansion of family campgrounds as demand develops 

Each of the recommendations In this comment is worthwhile and will be considered on an lndlvidual basls as 
funding allows Realisticaliy, funding constraints will preclude most of this However, some of lhe these 
recommendations are included in the Revised Pian Eledric hookups are planned for larger campgrounds. Two 
group campgrounds are planned for Lake Moomaw, one on each Ranger District The Forest is working wlth 
VGDlF on river access Several campgrounds are proposed for expansion 

Letter 3962 

Response 

Letters 3985,3986 

Response 

Letter 3998 

Response 

Letter 4001 

Response 

Letter 42MI 

MA 12.2-87 Minimally developed sites. k seems unusual that all 4 new skes are horse camps. Heavy day use 
at Edinburg Gap does not necessarily indicate the need for overnighi use. Is this need real for horses or Is lt 
for A N  users? Horses and hikers don? mix on trails The Camp Todd camp does not appear to have existing 
adequate trails for horses Both trails that leave this area are steep Adequate horse trails, both in width and 
slope, should be bulk before any overnight facillty is construcied. Camps on the Deerfieid and Warm Springs 
Districi should follow the same guidelines Build sulteble trails finrt, then overnight facillties. 2-04 Highly 
developedsltes. Wherearethe horsesthat usethe proposed Bearwallow Campgoingtogo?Theonlytrallthat 
might be subble is the Bear Wallow Big Blue trail. This is heavily used by hikers. The proposed camp will 
encourage heavy horse use on the adjacenttraiis. and will make a lot of hikers mad Horse trails should be built 
before the camping faciliw is built. 

The 'horse camp' wording has been changed These are sites that have facildies for keeping horses. but are 
not exclusive to equestrian uses Users groups at Edinburg Gap have indicated a need for overnight facilltres 
for both equestrian users and A N  users Specific reference to the Camp Todd horse camp has been removed 
Rather, it is proposed that camps with facilities for horses be buin on each of the distrlcts as appropriateto meet 
demand Demand is indicated by the many cooperating groups and individuals wlth interests in outdoor 
recreation opportunities This does not mean thatthe Forest will meet ail demands Environmental assessments 
as to resource impacts and user conflicts must be completed for each project This includes all of the proposed 
new development in Management Area 12, minimally developed, highly developed and specializad. 

increased developed recreational opportunlties such as motorized camping should encouraged on private 
lands surrounding the forest where they will contribute the most to the local tax base and be discouraged on 
GWNF land 

k is outside of the scope of the Forest Planning process to encourage Increased developed recrestion opportu- 
ndes on adjacent private lands However, the States of Virginia and West Virginia evaluate the needs for such 
recreation opportunities in the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP) that each com- 
pletes for funding under the Land and Water Conservation Act State, federal, and local agencies as well as 
private groups, individuals, and businesses have input in to the development of the SCORP 

PATC is also concerned about the proposed construction of a horse camp at Elizabeth Furnace campground 
The trails adjacent to this are are, in the main, narrow, steep and rocky 

Before any campground with facilities for keeping horses Is constructed, an environmental assessment must be 
completed This will include a discussion of the trade-offs among the various resources and acitvlties as to 
impacis Impacts mentioned in the comment will be considered at the projeci level 

Developed reo sites should be maintained unless they impaci on the wilderness or special areas of the forest 
Any new developedsites should be located on the peripheiy ofthe forestto avoid such impacts Short looptrails 
should be bulk around developed sites so that human impacts are concentrated there rather than disDersed 
throughout the wilderness 

Developed recreation facilities will not be constructed that will cause any impad on wildernesses 

Plan. Management Area 12 outlines proposed developed recreation sites EPA recommends that these sltes 
be evaluated for construction based on a clear analysis of need Direct and indireci impacts associated with 
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these sites range from water quality Issues, waste managemem, increased Impact from Forest usem and habltat 
aiieration. 

Before construction or expansion In developed recreatlon areas, appropriate environmental tradeoffs must be 
considered. The Issues mentioned In the comment are considered. The Regional Forester will select the 
aiternative to serve as the Revised Plan that maximizes net pubilc benefits The developed recreation resource 

Response 

is but one of the resources considered in this selection. 

THE MIX OF QOODS AND SERVICES: Grarlng 

Lener 2636 

Letter 4021 

Response 

Letter 3840 

Lener 3981 

Response 

Letter 3951 

Response 

Letter 3728 

Response 

The economlcs of the range program should be outlined clearly in the EIS. If the cost of the program Is greater 
than the receipts and benefits, the program should be terminated. 

Grazing of livestock should be phased out asthere 1s more than enough private land available for this purpose 

The 250 acres of clearing along the South Fork of the Shenandoah River and Cedar Creek are being maintained 
to provide a pastoral scene and unique habitat. Granger-Thye grazing permits arethe most cost eftective means 
io accomplishing this objeci~ve This subject IS discussed in more deltu1 in the final pages of the process paper 
Addressing lssues and concerns in the Revision of the Land and Resource Management Plan for tbe George 
Washington National Forest 

Grazing. severely limils use of land. Not in public interest Better habht uses and recrealional uses. 

Remove all domestic livestock from the GWNF 

Grazing is used as a tool on a very small portion of the Forest (about 250 acres) to maintain an open 'pastoral' 
senlng. These areas have hlstorically been pasture or farm lands and are all fenced No open woods grazing 
is allowed. Some alternatives eliminated grazing, but the Revised Plan allows for continued grazing at current 
levels. 

~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

Range - Keep as in Alternative 12 

The Revised Plan maintains the same grazing program as Alternative 8. 

The current grazing program should be expanded wherever possible or whenever the opporlunlty to do so is 
presented 

Many wlidiife/recreatlon confliots arise when open woodland grazing is allowed It can also impact rare flora, 
and cause erosion If tracts of land sre purchased that ere open and have historically been grazed or farmed 
and lt Is desirous to maintain this open pastoral setting then grazing could be one option considered to maintain 
this condltion Such a scenario would be analyzed on a case-by-case basls 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Letter 1836 

Response 

Letter 15% 

Response 

Letter 1836 

Response 

Letter 1836 

Response' 

Letter 1836 

Response. 

Letter 1836 

Plan, page 2-25. We appreciate that cunural resources are included as a specific category under Managemeni 
Area 4 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

As for cultural resources. the EIS made no mention of coordination with an Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation There was an inadequate discussion of howthe Forest intends to handle cultural resources with 
the Smithsonian. 

The protection and management of Cultural Resources on the Forest does not vary by alternative The plan 
recognizes the requirements of the Historic Presewation Act of 1966 which established the Advisory Council on 
Historic Presewation There are no specific provisions for handling Cultural Resources with the Smithsonlan 
lnstltution This is outside the scope of the planning process and may be handled on a case by case basis if 
the need should ever arise 

Plan, Appendn: C We recommend that under the subtheme 'Man's Influence on the Land,' consideration be 
given to early historic settlement in the highlands of WesternVirginia This spectfically referstothose Inhabhnts 
of the mountains prior to the development of the iron and forest-products industries 

'Foundations' in Appendix C Is a collection of proposals for interpretive programs The intent is that this will be 
a dynamic, evolving document in which material is added or deleted as new ideas are presented and consid- 
ered (pg. C12). There will be further opportunities for public involvement and comment at the project level for 
the various interpretive programs 

Plan. AppendixC In our letter of February 17,1992. we requestthat archaeological InvesUgation be 'tempcrarily 
terminated' following completion of project-specific work at Wamick Mansion We feel that sufficient archaeo- 
logical information has been obtained to allow your interpretive plans to proceed without further excavation A 
complete analysis of data gathered to date should provide the framework for interpretation and possible future 
archaeological efforts 

At this time the archaeological work at Wanvick has ceased pending the evaluation of artlfacts found at the site. 
Foliowing the analyses, a reportwiil be published and adetarmination will be made esto the necessity of further 
investigation at the site 

Plan, Appendix C Highlands Scenic Tour - While we do not object to the concept being proposed, use of an 
area where 'there are countless historical remnants' and 'many mines and furnaces' needs to be designed in 
a sensitive manner that ensures protection of the cultural resources. A controlled use of the tract is preferable 
wer  unrestricted 'partying, camping, and dumping' Given the fact that archaeological suwey work Is n w  
being conducted by Washington and Lee University. we request that the GWNF initiate consultation on this 
undertaking through the Section 106 process 

One of the objectives ofthe interpretive program isto havevisitors gain an appreciation for natural and cultural 
resources In the event that a cultural resource is threatened, appropriate steps will be taken to avoid damage 
and protect that resource The archaeological work being done by Washington and Lee Universrly is still in its 
indial stages The George Washington National Forestwili seek consultatton wtih the Commonwealth of Virginia 
and complete the Section 106 process at the appropriate time 

Plan, Appendu C Augusta Springs Environmental Education Center-Detailed information concerning this 
undertaking should be submined for review through the Section 1oB process as soon as possible It is likely that 
identification sunreys and cultural resource evaluation will be necessary so that the effect of your proposal on 
the historic resort complex can be determined 
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Response 

LMer 1836 

ResDonse 

Letter 1836 

Response 

LeHer 1836 

Response 

Letter 1836 

Response' 

Letter 1836 

Response' 

Letter 1836 

Response. 

Letter 1836 

Response: 

The George Washington National Forest will seek consultation wlth the Commonwealth of Virginia and complete 
the Section 106 process at the appropriate time 

Plan, Appendu C Charcoal Iron Furnace. We are interested in receiving specific information regarding this 
project once the subject furnace sites have been selected Stabilization ofthe ruinous structures, controlled use, 
and interpretation are preferable to unrestricted access and continued deterioration 

One of the objectives of the interpretive program is to have visfiors gain an appreciation for natural and cultural 
resources In the event that a cultural resource is threatened, appmpnate steps will be taken to avoid damage 
and protect that resource The Forest will seek consultation with the Commonweatth of Virginia regarding the 
selected charcoal iron furnaces prior to development of that interpretive program 

Plan, page 2-30 For Standard No 36, the reference to MOMM should be deleted and replaced with the Advisory 
Council's 'Preparing Agreement Documents' (September. 1989) 

The reference has been changed in the Revised Plan 

Plan, page 2-31 Excavation of archaeological resources by GWNF staff and/or vocational groups (Standard 37) 
should be undertaken only through the Section 106 consultation process This comment is specifically restricted 
to voluntary archaeological excavation projects and does not include efforts necessary for mandated resource 
Identification and evaluation 

Wording of the standard has been changed to include reference to Section 106 

Plan, page 285 For Management Area 12, any development of an historic properly as a recreation area must 
include protection of the resource The development musl be consistent with The Secretary of Interior's 
Standards of Archeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716 - 44742) 

The standard has been changed to reference the Secretary of Interior's Standards 

Plan, page 2-56 For Standard 226. please revise the statement to include qualified professional architectural 
historians and historians for the 'inventoly of cultural and historic resources' 

This standard has been removed n is understood that compliance with Section 106 of the National Historio 
Preservation Act as amended will involve qualified professionals in all fields as necessary 

Plan, page 2-30 The inclusion of Camp Roosevek and Elizabeth Furnace in Management Area 12 is not 
objectionable, however, use of those resources should be in a manner consistent with the practices outlined in 
Management Area 4 Please note that the reference to Appendix E (minerals) is not accurate for the cultural 
resources noted in the text The appropriate appendix appears to have been omitted We suggest the final 
document include an appendix describing the known significant historic properties. 

Historic resources at Camp Roosevelt and Elizabeth Furnace will be protected Reference to the appendix has 
been removed Other documents adequately describe historic properties 

Plan, page 2-3, For the discussion of cultural resources, the reference to E 0. 11593 should be changed to 
Section 110 (a)@) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (1980) Specifically. we 
recommend that thetext read ?he cultural resources inventow is completed as required by the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. Section 110 (a)@) ' 

The reference to EO 11593 has been removed and a reference to Section 110 (a)(2) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (1980) has been included in a Common Standard 
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Letter 1449 

Response: 

Letter 1449 

Response' 

Letter 1838 

Response : 

Lmer 1838 

Response 

Plan, p. C24 & C28 Massanueen VIS Center Plansfor geological interpretation, but no geologist shown to be 
responsible for such 

Personnel st the Massanuibn Visltor Centerwill be responsible for coordinating programs wlth the appropriate 
resource specialist on the Forest 

Plan, p. G32. G34, & -5 Highlands Scenic Tour No provision for geologist responsible for stated geology 
program. 

Pian, p. c36, G38, & c39. Powells Fort Environmental Camp No provision for geologist or hydrologist ... moat 
significant1 

Plan, p G54, '2-55, GM, 8 G57. Charcoal Iron Furnace No provision of geologist input 

During project level development of interpretive programs, the appropriate resource personnel on the Forest will 
be consulted. 

Plan, page 2-62. Please include Standards 220226 as applicable standards for Management Area 9. 

Laws speclfic to National Forest System wildernesses apply to Management Area 8 The cultural resource 
standards Included In Management Area 8 (in addition to the COMMON STANDARDS) are there to clarify the 
Forest Service interpretation of how the wllderness laws and the cukural resource laws work together. The 
additional standards for lands in Management Area8 are there to insure that when significant cultural resources 
are in NFS wildernesses. they will be maintained, preserved, or protected in some manner Othemlse. laws 
governing NFS wildernesses may require that structures, for Instance, be allowed to deterlorate naturally. 
Manigement Area 9 lands are not subject to the Wilderness Act and therefore, have no need for standards 
beyond the COMMON STANDARDS 

Plan, page 2-149. Please note that for Standard 81 1, permits are now issued under the Archaeological Re- 
sources Protection Act (ARPA) rather than the Antiquities Act of 1906 

Antiqulties was used In a general sense rather than as a reference to the act. To clarify, the standard will be 
prefaced with, 'Under applicable Laws, antiquities permits ' 

LANDS 

Letter 89 Give top priortty to surveying and marking the boundary between the National Forest and private land A 
marked boundary would be of mutual benefit in preventing unlawful trespassing and facilitate timber harvest- 
ing. 

The Revised Plan provides for the establishment of all landlines by the year 2wO and maintenance at 10 year 
intervals This will provide good properly lines for all users 

Response: 

Letter 2060 Under the considerations of landownership adjustment (Appendix E-I), I believe the Forest Sewice needs to be 
much more aggressive The goal set in the appendix of acquiring just 200 acres/year is simply much too small 
A more realistic numberwould beXX)03WOacres/yearsothatattheconclusion of the l015year period of this 
plan, about one-hatl of the authorized acreage would have been obtained 

The land acquisltion program represents a realistic program that can be accomplished based on past history 
of tract and funding availability Acquiring lands to block in the area tothe Forest Proclamation Boundary Is not 
the Intent of the acquisltion program The intent is to consolidate existing holdings 

Response. 
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L0tter M60 I am very concerned about the exchange program. Except for lands that may be adjacent to an established 
communny and needed for public service type of operations, no lands should be deeded wlthout restrictive 
covenants on development to prevent habltat moddications detrimental to the Forest itself. Signnlcant ~cenlc 
and conservation e88ement8 should be placed upon all transfen 

Lands are exchanged on an equal value basis. Koffered lands have restrictive covenants, federal lands will also 
have the same and vice-versa. Exohange 1s done to consolldate federal ownership and improve pubilc acce881- 
bilky to federal lands. Most federal tracts that are exchanged have very limited or non-existent access. When 
special conditions dictate, restricted covenants can be utilized. but these will be the exception rather than the 
rule. 

Response: 

Letter 2636 The Plan standards should clearly state the condltlons under which milnary use of the land may take place The 
9/30/88 Master Agreement between the Secretaries of Agrlcunure and Defense should be Included in these 
standards. 

The Master Agreement describes the procedures for milnary use n 1s not an appropriate standard for Inclusion 
In the Revised Plan 

Response: 

Letter 26?4 Because of the sensitivity of land exchanges those taking place should be outlined clearly in the Plan or an 
appendix to the Plan. 

Appendix E of the Revised Plan describes exchange procedures The details of tracts available for exchange 
and the priorities for exchange ere available lnthe Forest Land Adjustment Map on file In the Forest Supervisor's 
Office. 

Response: 

Letters 3537. 4241 
We recommend that utilHy rights-of-way be managed to reduce the edge effect end reduce herbicide applica- 
tion. Innovative approaches to rights-of-way management for this region are recommended by Gates (1991. 
Powerline corrldors, edge effects, and wlldllfe in forested landscapes of the Central Appalachians In: Wildlife 
and habitats in managed landscapes, Rodiek and Bolen, editors Island Press, Washington. DC.) Anernatives 
to mowing and broadcast herbicide applications are published (Nlerlng and Goodwin 1974, Creation of 
relatively stable shrublands wlth herbicides' arresting 'succession' on rights-of-way and pastureland. Ecology 
55' 784-795). And successful demonstration projects of anernative vegetation management for powerlines exist 
In Maryland (seevegetation managementtechnique enhances wildlife habitat on powerline rights-of-way, USDI, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Research Bulletin No. 69-09, January 1989). 

The Desired Future Condition of Management Area 20 (Utilw Rights-of-way) has been rewritten to indicate 
desired rights-of-way management which is compatible with this request 

Referenced sources of information will be passed on to District administrators to be used In the required 
preparation of utility right-of-way management plans. 

Response 

Letters 3985,3986 
GWNF should continue to acquire lands which come on the market in an effort to fill out its authorized 
boundaries and emphasize on acquiring areas adjacent to and within currently owned lends. A large portion 
of the GWNF budget should go to land acquisition 

All aiternatives have a land exchange program on a willing buyer - willing seller basis They differ in the amount 
of funding available for purchasing property. Alternative 3 has a large budget for land aoquisttion aimed at 
accomplishing this objective 

Response 

Letter 4268 Plan ~ For all management areas, utillty corridors should be constructed along existing corridors whenever 
possible In an effort to reduce further habitat fragmentation 

The Desired Future Condition for Utility Corridors has been rewritten to suggest expending existing ratherthan 
creating new areas. 

Response 
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Letter 4268 Plan - Malnlenance of uillky corridors should be being done with physical means rather than chemlcal (he& 
cldes) whenever possible. 

This is the usual practice Urilrty companies have greatly reduced use of herbicides Response 

OTHER COMMENTS: Comments Supporting an AItamanve Other Than the hefarred AHemmive 

Letter 2177 

Letters 2195,2212,2870 

I support Alternative 12 instead 01 AlternatNe 8. Alternative 12 provides for true multiple-use. 

I support An 12 because it provides for true multiple use 

True multiple usa 18 good mgmt lt balances age 01858 and provides food for wildlife That’s why I like An 12. 
R 1s a multiple use an 

R is erroneous to refer to any alternative as the ‘true’ muiiiple use alternafive All of the alternaWes comply with 
the Multiple Use -Sustained Yield Act 

Letter 2669 

Response 

Letter 13 

Letter 60 

I suggest that option 12 may be a more equitable choice for the general public 

Just from what I know of the forest, It appears that either Alt 12 or a combination of 8 and 12, would be more 
practical or realistic 

Alternative 12, wlth some changes, is my preferred Alternative 

We urge the Forest Service to adopt a final management direction for the George Washington patterned after 
Alternative 12 We will be pleased to work wlth National Forest staH and other interested parties In ldentiying 
modlfications to Alternative 12, which would bring nto the fullest level of public support and scientific sound- 
ness 

Based on experience and professional judgement, Westvaco has Identified alternatlve 12 88 the preferred 
alternative, and we are actively working with spoltsmen and loggers encouraging public support of alternative 
12. 

After studying your documents, we have determined that an alternative similar to Alternative 12 will do a much 
better lob of managing our National Forest’s resources. 

Letter 88 

Letter 145 

Letter 260 

Letter 291 

Letters 95,190,326,329,366,at. 433. 442, 444, 445,446,485,494,506,540,550.552,556,7~),719,751,~~. 773,774,852,864, 
879,881,883,889,~,9~,956,967,~75,1068,1oBo,1O92,114O,11~,1271,1272,12@9,1294,1302,13O7,1315,1316,1324,1325, 
1326,1327,1333,1335,1336,1356,1339,1362,1376,1377,1385,1425,1426,1427,1428,1432,1433,1436,1442,1444,1457,1465, 
1467,1470,1474,1547,1550,1564,1565,1567,1568,1570,1607,1614,1617,1618,1635,1641,1643,1646,1646,1649, 1668,1674, 
1683.17~.1805.1~7,1813,1814,1818,~@34,1~.1844.1853,1856.1~. 1867,1872.1894.1903,19O7.1960,1961,1962.1970, 
1977,1979,1993,2008,x)16,2M5,2041,2042,2043,2058,2102,2103,2104,2105,2184,2198,2201,po9,2217,2233,22~,2246, 
2248,2249,2252,2257,2258,2263,2?€4 2270,2279,2288,2293, Pgq, p97,2298.2303.2305.2310.2356,2359,2369.2371~ 2373, 
2374.2379.2458,2459,2495,25O7,2516,2544,2549,2550,2552,2555,2559,2568.2583,2596,2610,2642.2S43,2644,2&?5,2646. 
2653,2655,2666,2679,2728,2739,281 0,2830,2832.2~9.2855,2880.2906.2933,3320.3486.3494.3507.3551~ 3554,3w9,3622, 
3751,37M),3@22,3833,3857,3877,3889,3891,3960.3971,3995,4025,4054,4059,4063,4069.4236,4237 

We support Alternailve 12 

Alternative 12 is much more acceptable than Alternative 8 Letter 373 

Letters 374,769 
We have identified Alternative 12 as our preferred anernatwe 
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Letter 437 

Letter 440 

Letter 524 

Letter 725 

Please put forest plan 12 to use 

Article 12 is a good idea 

I am supporting An 12 because of wildllfe management and gypsy moth control 

Anernalive X12 appeals l o  more Individuals who take part in Forest aotlvltles Therefore, I feel the adopting AR. 
12 would be In your best interest And also the majority of the people, not the minority. 

I have l o  urge you to use Anernatwe 12 because fellow workers, friends and family would suffer d you changed 
to Anernative 8 

I strongly support Alt 12. An 12 is the best ail offered 

I favor An 12 which will increase the food for game 

I cannd agree wlth An 8, I feel An 12 is much better sulted for managing our NF's Excessive and stringent rules 
on forest mgt that are noi necessary would put undue hardships on the people and the economy 

I feel the wisest use of our natural resources and timberlands is met under the guidelines of AR 12 

I support Alternative 12 instead of 8, because my job and family depends on living money 

Please enact AH 12 n is the most beneficial lo man and the forest 

I support Anernalive 12 as proposed by the Virginia -%Wheel Orwe Association 

I support Aiiernative Twelve as modlfied by the Virginia Four Wheel Orwe Association 

We do support Anernative 12 of the draft LRMP and would endorse a renewed start of planning for this LRMP 
wRh Alternative 12 as the preferred elternative, even d that would mean that planning would be delayed. 

Letter 743 

Latter 775 

Letter 778 

Letter 85s 

Letter 943 

Letter 980 

Letter 1151 

Letter 2751 

Letter 3 5 ~  

Lener1164 

Letters ~,1084.1251,1618,1664,1890,1891,1892,2575 
An 12 appears to be the best an 

I feel AH 12 seems the most acceptable 

We support An 12 concerning the mgt pian for the GWNF This plan seems to be the most reasonable in 
providing forthe concerns of the environmentalists and the ability offirms, like ourselves, to survive in the future. 

Letter 1256 

Letter 1270 

Letters 1.w. 1322, 
I would like to express my disapproval of An #8. I approve and support AR 12. 

I find that the people who live near the Forest support AR 12 and I would like to support their cause. 

I support An 12, asking that NFs be managed for use by all cltizens. 

I work for Ga -Pacific, I believe that An 12 is best for everyone concerned. 

Alt. 12 will do a much betier job 

The only reasonable action is to support Ai l  12 and correct flaws therein over the next 10 years 

The best choice from all standpoints would be Alt 12 

Letter 1331 

Letter 1334 

Letter 1407 

Letter 1408 

Letter 1441 

Letter 1452 
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Letter 1468 

Letter 1469 

Letter 1627 

Letter 1653 

I feel that An. 12 would bed suit the economy end the timber industry 

Ah. 12 is the most responsible and productive of all the a b  

The best plan seems to be Alt. 12 which will benefit all citizens 

Under Alts 12 or 2 the amount of wilderness would stay the same, thus not catering to a very small percentage 
of user's single-minded desires and at the same time the majority of the users wouldn't suffer loss. i support An 
12 or 2. 

AN. 12 would better serve our forest and me as a sportsman. 

We support Ak 12. We need lumber to support our economy. 

An. 12 is B much better plan. 

Select An. 12. 42% suitable is more multiple use than 24%. 

You should change your preferred alternative to Akernative 12. 

An. 12 should be used instead of Alt. 8 because it benefits all citizens who may be concerned 

I support AH. 12 for multiple use. 

For our forest. animals, and jobs, please support Alternative 12, NOT 8. 

I feel that an. 12 is in the best interest of the most people. 

Letter 1659 

Letter t 677 

Letter 1682 

Letter 1800 

Letter 181 7 

Letter 1831 

Letter 1833 

Letter 1854 

Letter 1 e82 

Letters 1890, 1891, 1892 
Alternative 12 is the best choice. 

Please support Alternative #12 and give A N  riders and others their rights to enjoy National Forest 

Choose Alternative 12, it takes care of people and the environment. 

An. 12 provides multiple habitats for many different species. I hereby cast my vote for an. 12. 

Georgia-Pacific supports a final mgt. plan based on Alt. 12 versus Draft Alt. 8 which is too narrow in focus. 

An. 12 should be the basis for the new GWNF plan. 

We support An. 12, to ensure that our NFs benefit all citizens. 

I urge you to take a less restrictive approach by instituting Alternative 12 

Alternative 12, although still short of the limber volume that should be cut. comes closerto the ideal and should 
be adopted. 

Letters 2275. 2284. 2306, 2338, 2535, 2731, 3660. 4030 

Letter 201 1 

Letter 2019 

Letter 2211 

Letter 2221 

Letter 2231 

Letter 2238 

Letter 2241 

Letter 2256 

I favor Aiternetive 12. 

We feel H is necessaly that this forest remain a constant source of logs for us and for the furniture industry in 
general in VA and NC. Therefore, we ask that you adopt Alternative #t2. 

Letter 22% 
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Letter zwz 
Letter 2357 

Letter 2465 

Letter 2478 

Letter 2521 

I am convinced that Altemallve #I2 would be better for us all. I urge you to support Alternative 812. 

I support Abrnative 12, which comes much closer to having 'somethlng for evetyone ' 

I em In favor of An. 12 for recreation use on the GWNF 

I think you should support Alternate 12 like I do and keep our forests always as beautiful as they are now. 

Please reconsider and designate Alternative 12 as the preferred anernalive My children's future depends on 
proper stewardship of the National Forests. 

I support Anernatwe 12 as amended 

I urge you to support Alternative 12 

I hope you will consider the options and look at all 12, for better forestry methods 

Letter 2522 

Letter 2538 

Letter 2623 

Letters 2642,2643, M, 2645,2646.3320 

Letter 2 6 ~ )  

Letter 2661 

Lener 2676 

Letter 2689 

Letter 2848 

Letters 2864.2876 

Letter 292s 

Letter 3423 

Letter 3500 

Letter 3506 

Letter 3556 

Letter 3649 

Letter 3659 

Letter 3672 

Letter 3804 

Letter 3741 

I support Alternative 12 

I strongly urge you to reconsider and chwse Alternative 12 or something similar instead of Alternative 8 

Choose Alternative 12, a much more reasonable approach to managing the GWNF 

I don't agree fully wlth any of the ells, however, ail 12 seems to be the least objectionable for the QWNF. 

I think akernative 12 does a better overall job of managing the Forest than does alternative 8. 

Our forest should be Drotected under the Alternative 12 

I am in support of Anernative #I2 because Anernalive #I2 will look after the future timber and the loggers. 

Although I find each of the alternatives lacking significantly in at leas one area, on balance I believe Anernalive 
12 is the best alternative. 

I support Aiternative 12 for several reasons 

Enclosed are letters from some of our employees and loggers In support of AlternatNe 12 

We would like to see Alternative #I2 enacted to proteot the Forest. 

Alternative 12 can be the basis for a far more defensible management direction. Adopt Alternative 12. 

I support AN 12 and wish to see Alt 8 done away wlth 

After reviewing your Preferred Alternative Plan No 8. I conclude that Alternative Plan No. 12 Is a much better 
plan to get the maximum beneflts from the Forest. 

Anernale 12, would in my opinion, be a much wiser choice1 

I looked over your alternatives and decided Alternative 12 is the best way to manage the GW. 

If political alternatives must be accepted #I2 is far more desirable. 
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Letter 3890 Adopt Anernatwe 12 

Letters 3919, 3939 
We support a final plan panerned after Alternative 12 

Letter 3953 ltseemsPlan8and 12aremosiacceptable butwouldencouragetimberhaNestandALLOTHERmgttoremain 
about as is 

I ask you to support management Alternative Plan #12, instead of the Alternative Plen #8 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will select the alternative to S B N ~  as the Revised 
Plan for the nexlten to fmeen years Although public commenis are considered in reaching this decision, ti is 
not based on a voting process but rather the identtfied abilw of the selected alternative to maximize net publlc 
beneflts 

Lener 3994 

ReSDOnSe 

Leners 145,190,875. 1373, 756, 
We agree wlth the Forest Selvice oharacterlzation of Alternetwe 12 in that It 'Provides a full range of goods and 
sewices including hmber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range end wildlife habltat ' In doing so, this akerna- 
tNe also me& the objective of maximizing net public beneflt 

The WV Forestry Assn has idenidied Ah 12 as our preferred ah Compared to Alt 8, Alt 12 better meets the 
objeotive of maximizing net public benefits by providing a well-balanced multiplause approach wlth no single 
use dominant 

Letter 369 

Letters 327,328,374,388,389,390,391,392,393,394,395,396,397,398,399,4~. 401,402,403, a, 405,406,407,408,409,410, 
411,412,413,414,415,416,417,418,419,420,421,422,423,424,425,426,474,475,476,477,478,479,480,481,482,483,484, 
588,604,630,631,632,633,634,635.636,637,638,639.640,~1,642,643,644,645,645,647,648,649,650,651,652,653,654, 
655,656,657,658,659, €60,661,662,663,664,655,666,667,668,669,670,671, 672,673,674,675,676,677,678,679, 680.681, 
682.683.684.685,686.687,688.689,690,691.692,693,694,695,696,697,698,699,7W. 701,702,703,801,802,803, W, 805, 
806,807,808,809,810,811,812,813,814,815,816,817,818,819,820,821,822,823,824,825,826,827,828,829,830,831,832, 

910,911,912,913,914.1020, 1021,1022,1023,1024,1025,1026,1027,1028,1029.1030,1031,1032,1033.1034.1035,1036,1037, 
l a ,  1039,1040,1041,1042,1043,1115,1116,1117,1118,1119,1120,1121,1122,1123,1124,1138,1175,1176,1177,1178,1179, 

833,@34,e35,836,837,836,839,&x),e41, e42.843,894,895,896,897,898,899,900,901,902,903,904,905,906,907,908,909, 

1180,1181,1182,1228,1229,1230, 
1245,1246,1247,1248,1393,1394, 
1718.1719.17~.1721.1722. 1945. 
2078,2392,2393,2394,2395,2396, 
3125,3126,3127,3126,3129,3130, 

1231,1232,1233,1234,1235,1236,1235,1236,1237,1238,1239,1240,1241,1242,1243,1244, 
I395,1396,1397,1398,1507,15M), 1509,1510, 1511, 1512,1513,1514,1515,1516,1517,1717, 
1946,1947,1948,1949,1950,1951,1952,2069,2070,2071,2072,2073,2074,2075,2076,2077, 
2397,2398,2399,2533, BW, 3059,3060,3061,3062,3063,3064,3120,3i21,3122,3123,3124, 
3 1 3 1 , 3 1 3 2 , 3 1 ~ , 3 1 ~ ,  3135,3136,3137,3138,3139,31~,3141,3142,3143,31~, 3145,3186, 

Alternative 12 'Provides a full range of goods and SBNIC~S including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, 
range and wildlde habltat' This alternative also meets the objective of maximizing net public benefit 

4067,4070 

Letters 379,384.1428.m0,3939 
Alternative 12 meets the oblective of maximizing net public benefit 

Georgia-Pacdic believes that the FS, as a large landowner, should menage the GWNF for 'maximization of net 
public beneflt ' As stated in Ah 12, It 'provides a full range of goods and sewices including timber, recreation, 
minerals, wilderness, range and wildlife ' This approach truly maximizes net public benefit 

We share the FS objective of 'maximization of net public benefit' in selecting a mgi direction for the GWNF With 
our shared objective in mind and based on experience and professional judgment, we have identified An. 12 
as our preferred an We ask that you also support Ail 12 es providing the mosi appropriate mgt direction for 
the Forest 

An 12 gives us the best option to maximize net public beneftt end practice forest CONSERVATION 

I agree wtih the FS characterization of Ab 12 in that It 'Provides a full range of goods and sewices including 
timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness. range, and wildlde habitat' In doing so, this an also meets the 
objective of maximlzing net public beneflt In these days of an uncertain economy, we should be encouraging 
high employment and the development of our renewable nature1 resources, not the reverse 

Letter 490 

Letter 758 

Letter 1091 

Lener 1355 
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Letters 1412, 1413, 1414, 1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1419 
AH. 12 is the more balanced approach to managing all resources This approach would unquestionabb 
maximize net public benefii by providing a full range of goods and services Including timber, recreation. 
minerals, wilderness, and wildlde We are requesting that you will decide in favor of An 12 

Big Walker SWCD believes that An 12 comes closer to implementing the muLple-use concept and maximizing 
net public benefit Therefore. we strongly urge you to select AM 12 

The forest should be managedfor 'maximizatian of net public benefff Alternative 12 would accomplish this by 
prowding a full range of goods and services Including trmber, recreation, minerals, wilderness. range and 
wildlde 

Letter mt 8 

Letter 231 7 

Letters 2499,2662,3904, 4257 
We support Alternative 12 because It more closely meets the objeotive of maximizing public benefits and 
provides a balanced multiple-use approach 

The Forest Sewice, as a large landowner, should manage the George Washington National Forest for 'maxi- 
mlzation of net public benefk' A final management plan based on Akwrnative 12 would seem a logical choice. 

I support AH 12 because Alt 8 doesn't balance the multiple use needs of the forest, ii doesn't maximize net 
public beneftk. and It does not best accomplish the mission of the Forest Service, whereas An 12 provides 'a 
full range of goods and services, including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range and wildlde habltat ' 

The Regional Forester will select the alternative which he believes 'maximizes net public benefits' based on the 
analysts documented in the FEIS, national and regional policies, and comments received on the DElS and Dran 
Revised Forest Plan This identification is a complex processwhich cannot simply be based on a goal statement 
far any ahernalive 

Letter 2587 

Leiter 2563 

Response 

Letters 373,378,718, 728 

Response 

Letter 3-39 

Letter 1628 

Letter 2538 

Letter 3743 

Response 

Alternative 12 seems to address all of societies' needs yet maintains a timber harvest at acceptable but 
conservative levels 

Based on meetings wiih different individuals, groups and organizations, as well as comments on the DEIS and 
Dran Revised Forest Plan, the ID Team believes that Alternative 12 may not address all of society's needs or 
necessarily be thw alternative that 'meets the needs of the public'. 

Alt 12allocates2342acres moreto AppalachianTrail mgt and905acres more toscenic and Recreational River 
mgi than does Alt 8 

I strongly urge you to consider Alt 12 as a plan that provides better protection for our important nontimber 
resources and better utilizes the vast potential of the GWNF to supply wood products vital to the local economy 
than does Ah 8 Under 12, acreage dedicated to Appalachian Trail protection, Scenic river mgt and wildlife 
habitat maintenance is significantly higher than under Alt 8 The demand for timber produots is met under Ail 
I 2  whereas only about 60 percent of the demand is met under An 8 An 12 would increase jobs by 194 
compared to AR 8 which would decrease jobs by 21 This Is signdicantl Wiih the implementation of AR 12 fi 
will be possible to increase both employment and the conservation of our natural resources for the greatest 
public good 

More acreage would be provided [in Alternative 121 for recreation activities such as hiking. camping and 
boating on the Appalachian Trail and Scenic Rivers 

This alternative [#12] supplies addiiional acreage over Alternative 8 in the 'protection, management, and use 
of the AppalachianTrail 'Alternative 12 grants extra acres (14,337) set aside to manage Scenic and Recreational 
Rivers, compared to Ahernalive 8 (13,432) 

The rationale for the decision of which alternative will serve as the Revised Plen will be documented in the 
record of decision for the FEIS In making this decision. the Regional Forester will consider points raised by the 
public In their response to the Draft Revised Plan and DEE 
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Letter 192 

Letter 289 

Letter 293 

Letter 325 

Letter 326 

Letter 382 

Letter 427 

Letter 428 

Letter 432 

Letter 434 

Leiter 435 

Letter 436 

Letter 438 

The Forest has serious concerns over the assertion that Anernative 12 provides better protection 
to Important non-timber resources 'The fact thatthere is more acreage in Management Area 6 and Managb 
ment Area 10 should not be misconstrued to mean that the Appalachian Trail or rivers quallfylng for wild and 
scenic river designation are receiving a higher degree of protection. 

All alternatives allocate the Appalachian Trail corridor to Management Area 6 except where it lies wtihin a 
roadless area recommended for wilderness study Portions within roadless areas recommended for wilderness 
study are allocated to Management Area 8 Management Area 8 affords at least an equal degree of protection 
as Management Area 6. 

Management Area 10 is the least protection that can be afforded to rivers quallfylng for designation as 
recreational or scenic rivers Any alternative wfih less acreage in Management Area 10 Is providing equal or 
more protection, not less, by assigning river corridors to other management areas with more restrictive stand- 
ards 

Plan # I 2  is better for wildlife, recreation and the control of the gypsy moth It also contributes more significantly 
to the needs of the economy and people for employment and goods and sewices from the forest. 

I support Alt 12 An 12 provides for multiple uses, and provides more money to the local economies than Alt 
E 

Alternative #I2  seems to let you have the best shot at actual management of the forest I believe that you will 
need Its flexibliW to harvest some of the Gypsy moth damage, and to clearcut some areas for wildlife habitat 

Alternative 12 will allow controls In West Virginia, the cost-benefit ratio of protecting with Dimilln, for example, 
is about 40 1 Only by hawesting can we presewe biological diversity, maintain avariety of wildlife habitats and 
keep a maximum number of our fellow citizens working Alternative 12 has 38% more money for the counties 
than does alternative eight Twelve also increases total jobs over eight by 215, and the timber industry eione 
by 145 The total budget under twelve is nearly 15% less, a significant $2,75O,WO And, annual road construc- 
tion is 25% leas and, allowahle sale is up under 12 Yet, there is nothing under 12 that will detract from the 
maintenance of soils, water, recreation, aesthetics and wildlife The mileage of scenic rivers actually increases 
under alternative 12 

Alternative 12 provides 1) Sustained yield 2) Reasonable return of revenue of the US Treasury and local 
government 3) Adequate employment oppoiiunfiies for local citizens 4) Balance in the *multiple use. concept 
of foresi management 5) Adequate natural resource protection 

While providing few multiple-Use benefits, Alternative E costs $2,749,000 more per year to implement than 
Alternative 12. Alternative 8 projects decreased payments to Counties, while Alternative 12 projects increased 
payments Alternative 8 projects (far too conservatively) Job losses, Alternative 12 projects job gains 

I would like to see Alt 121 This would help me and benefit wildlife through timber sales 

# I 2  would be best Alt because it would protect the wildlife and recreation as well as the jobs of the people 

Please select plan #I2 It will allow timber to be managed properly while helping wildlife and recreation 

I am interested in plan 12 because rt will help everyone interested in the timber industiy and will help wildlife 
and hunters, also camping 

I am in support of AH 12 I want the forest managed to producetimber and lobs 

Alt 12 would be good for timber, wildlife, recreation and all concerned 

I would like to see a management plan that would benefit the economy. people, wildlife, timber, recreation lfeel 
Alternative 12 would be the best 
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Lener 441 

Lmer 488 

Lener 488 

Letter 489 

M e r  497 

Letter 510 

Lener 51 I 

Letter 512 

Letter 513 

L&er 5t4 

LeUer5lJ 

Letter 517 

Letter 519 

Letter 520 

Letter 522 

Letter 523 

Letter 525 

Letter 527 

Letter 529 

I am concerned about the future supply of timber An 12 would be best 

I favor AH 12, it will do a better job of fighting the gypmo infeslation This an. will keep the same amount of jobs, 
and possibly increase jobs in the erea 

Support the use of Ah 12 It takes Into account a larger number of user groups, maintains the number of acres 
sultable for timber harvesting, gives protection of the NF from a looming threat In the form of the Gypmo 

Support the use of Alternative 12 This represents a larger number of user groups R also maintains the number 
af acres sultable for limber harvesting Along wlth this alternative comes the protection of the National Forest 
from a looming threat in the form of the gypsy moth. 

Ail 12 would utilize the forest for maximum public benefit and at a lower budget Other key advantages of An 
l2overAn Bare:Addslobslntheprivatesector, gives higher returntothecounties, meetsthe currentdemand 
for timber products. Perhaps the most ImporteM difference Is that AH 12 recognizes that the gypsy moth Is Yor 
real' 

An. 12 me& the needs [of providing gypmo.resisiant oak reproduction, providing jobs, allowing an aging 
population access to the forest, providing food for game animals, and llmlting wilderness acreage] while also 
paying more to county budgets and creates 07 more direct jobs Scrap An 8 in favor of 12 

I support Aiternative 12 This AHernative will increase jobs wlthout major destruction to the forest AHernatlve 12 
will manage the gypsy moth infestation as well as manage the streams and forest This will not hurt the wildlife. 
in fact It will help the deer. 

I believe Alternative 12 Is a more balanced approach to managing the resources. Wlth the economy the way It 
Is I can't see the forest being wasted by the Gypsy Moth and people put out of work 

I am in support of AN. 12 because lthink It will be better forthe economy #(I) create more jobs andwill increase 
recreational areas and increase tourists 

I am supporting #I2 because (It) provides more dollars into wildlife programs benefitting hunting, provides 
more money for schools and provides good forestry practices to minimize the impact of the gypsy moth 

I lrke #f2 The wdde of the state wuuld prosper It would create more 
moth, they would not destroy the timber as they do now 

I support An 12 in regard to the help It will give the forest wildllfe This in turn will create jobs wkhout hurting 
the existing wildilfe it will help control the gypsy moth infestation. 

I feel Anernalive 12 would be the best choice because It provides for more lobs to be created from haNeSihg 
timber and bemuse more acreage would be made available for all-terrain vehicles 

A h  12 Is best sulted for the environment All 12 would create more jobs Also, big game hunting would bensfii 
more 

I support Alternative #t2 for the following reasons 1) Better wildlife management 2) Better timber harvest 3) 
Better revenue for communities and schools 4) More recreational areas 

I support Alternative # I 2  over Alternative #8 Alternative #I2 will do more for wildlife and recreation while 
providing a stable limber supply and help wlth the fight against Gypsy Moths. 

I support Alternative 12 because It helps jobs in the future and helps wildlife Hwill have more areas for camplng 
and fishing 

I support AH 12 because a properly managed forest will provide maximum benefits for the public Lumber 8 
wood products are vtal to the WV economy Also gypsy moths will destroy the timber II It 1s not harvested and 
their population will grow rapidly if the forest is not allowed to be managed properly 

I support An 12 because I feel the NF's need better mgi for timber harvesting and recreational OpportUnltIes, 
particularly for the keeping of jobs for the local economy 

in ihe state, take cafe of the gypsy 
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Letter 533 

Letter 534 

Letter 535 

LeHer 537 

Letter 538 

LeUer 539 

Lener 541 

Letter 542 

Letter w 

Lener 544 

Letter 545 

Letter 546 

Letter 547 

Letter 548 

Letter 549 

Letter 550 

Letter 553 

Letter 554 

Letter 555 

I support Alternative 12 because I feel it will bring more money into the state, and because I need all the logs 
we can gel so I can stay working, and I feel it better supplies our wildltfe wlth things to eat 

I prefer Alternative 12 because ofthe use for hunting and Jobs forthe surrounding area and recreation the forests 
should be used by the public which lt was set up for 

I support Alternative #I2 because it will supply jobs, will provide more recreation, will help wildlife, will provide 
more money for public education, and will stop the spread cf Gypsy Moths 

I support Alternative 12 because it will save jobs that are very badly needed I believe Alternative 12 will be great 
for wilditfe. because there will be more food and protection. I believe that Alternative 12 will bring in more 
revenue to our slate 

I support Alternative X12for better forest control of gypsy moth, timber regulation, better regulation of wildlife, 
hunting. and fishing More jobs and funding for schools and wildlife 

I support AiternaWe #12 Instead of Alternative #8. My reason forthe above is #12would give a needed amber 
supply for the local economy and create much needed lobs. Also. more money would be available for local 
school systems 

I feel that Alternative #I2 is more suited to the best interests of all concerned Ahernatwe #t2 would maintain 
or promote much needed jobs for the local economies as well as generating income for these economies lt is 
better suited for the management of timber for wood using facilities and also for wildlife. The gypsy moth 
program is much more addressed in Alternative #I2 than Alternative #8. 

I" for Alternative 12 Provide lobs, less unemployment Good for the community and more camping areas. 

I support Alternative 12 because it will help the wildlde and manage the gypsy moth lt will help keep people 
In jobs in our state. 

lt is my opinion that #I2 is a much wiser management of the land to presewe wildlife, jobs and protection of 
the forest from the gypsy moth and other threatening plagues of the forest 

I support Alternative 12 because of the wildlife. and we need more timber for jobs. 

I support Alternative 12 instead of Alternative 8 Alternative 12 would help create badly needed jobs and bener 
habitat for wildlife 

Isupport Alternative #I2 because it provides more r%venuefor county schools thru timber sales, prwldes mors 
dollars into the wildlife program, provides mcre recreational acres, provides good forestry practicesto minimize 
the impact of gypsy moth, and provides and maintains more jobs 

AltematNe 12 will provide more money for wildlde and may help keep jobs more abundant in our state 

I support Alternative #12 because it provides better management, more jobs, gypsy moth control, and moreiax 
revenue for recreation. 

I think Alternative #I2 would be the best choice as it offers moth control, more jobs, better timber management 

Alternative 12 better meets the needs of wildlife and forest industry 

The reason why I support Alternative 12 is to try to protect timber jobs and to maintain wildlife, and to protect 
our timber from gypsy moth, and also supply more money for our school systems 

Alternative 12 is much more reasonable for the economy 

I support Alternative 12 Alternative 12 will provide and maintain much needed jobs and enhance wildlife 
management and provide for access to the forest by a wider segment of the public 
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Leuer 558 AHernative #I2 Is better for wildlife management and supports more badly needed jobs 

Letter 557 

Letter 558 

Letter 704 

Letter 705 

Letter 722 

Letter 723 

Letter 724 

Letter 729 

Letter 736 

Letter 742 

Letter 747 

I support Anernalive 12 for the reason, control the forest Make more jobs for the people and keep our schools 
open 

AHernative 12 would provide more use of the forest lands for more types of sports activlties and provide 
resources for the timber industly 

I chose #I2 because I feel It will go further towards providlng a quallty habltat for wildllfe, as well as limning 
the potential catastrophic effects of the gypsy moth 

Anernalive 12 will be a good plan to help protect jobs that rely on the use of wood and will also help protect 
our forests and the wildlife hebltat 

I support An 12 because 11's better for wildlife and the moth will be destroyed and there will be more jobs in West 
Virginia 

I would like to express my support for AH 12 This option would open more forested areas for hunting and 
fishing purposes This an will also provide as well as keep more jobs for the communities affected by this 
decision 

I support AH 12 due to the fact that It not only better addresses the Gypsy Moth problem, but It also utilizes a 
better over-all approach for forest mgt that will better sult the general population's needs for the forests 

I like An 12 We should be encouraging the development and wise use of our renewable natural resources, not 
the reverse We must stop the Gypsy Moth or lose our hardwood forests as we know them today 

I believe that AH 12 does the best (lob) in addressing a balance among competing values and will support your 
posltion that this en provides a full range of goods and services and meets the objectives of maximizing net 
public beneflt 

You should adopt #I2 as the best of the lot Our goal should be high levels of employment and the develop 
men1 of our natural resource - not the reverse 

We share the Forest Service objective of 'maximization of net public benefff in seiecimg a mgmt direction. Alt 
12 'provides a full range of goods and services including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range and 
wildirfe habkar and also meets the obiective of maximizino net Dubllc benefit We have identified AH 12 as our " .  
preferred All Alt 12, while providing a small fraction of the wood which could be produced from the forest, does 
allow for development of the regional forest economy The ait is clearly senskive to the 'below cost' sales issue 
Gypsy moth is a realty for the GW that will be with us for the foreseeable future We support, and believe that 
AH 12 will accommodate, the use of effective pesticides to combat the spread of the moths We also recognize 
that in lieu of pesticides, specified timber harvests are an absolutely essential tool 

I find AH. 12 l o  be more desirable Along with providing for higher levels of timber production which provide 
much needed jobs and revenue to counties, It allows the halvest of high value sawtimber stands that are 
susceptible to Gypsy Moth defoliation An 12 will provide the maximum beneM to all segments of the public. 
It will provide for timber, recreation, minerals. wilderness, water, and wildlife habltats 

Letter 749 

Letters 761. 1056 
AH 12 is the multiple use plan that satisfies the demands of the most forest users My industly can live wlth a 
50 mmbf ASQ. although W mmbf would be ideal Gypsy moth problems can be better addressed with Alt 12. 
AH 12 also doesn't include 251,976 ac for 'remote highlands' We have too much wilderness already 

The National Forest has the capacity to contribute to regional economic stability by actively marketing wood raw 
materials in a reliable fashion An 12 does allow for development of the regional forest economy. The an. I8 
clearly sensitive to the 'below cost' sales issue and only contemplates annual harvest on slightly less than 0 6% 
of the forest Timber harvesting is integral to creation of wildlife habitat, dispersed and concentrated recreatlon, 
and the maintenance of overall biological diverslty We have identified AH 12 as our preferred AH Ak. 12 will 
accommodate the use of effective pesticides to combat the spread of the moths Forest managers must be able 
to prescribe timber halvests BEFORE infestations take place in order to preserve tree specles diversity 

Letter no 
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Letter 862 

LeUer 866 

Lener 869 

Letter 870 

Lener 879 

Lener 882 

Lener 890 

Letter 946 

Lener 947 

Letter 985 

Letter 1067 

Lener 1060 

Lener 1063 

Letter 1068 

Lener I 141 

Alternative 12 established apparently adequate areas for the other demands on the Forest, when those needs 
are not compahble wnh aohve forest management practices Multiple-use Instead of use excluslon. Another 
Bttractive aspect of Alternative No 12 Is the more aggresslve approach to both fire management and gypsy 
moth control 

An. 12 adequately providesfor all multiple uses kaka provides pesticide protecilonfrom the gypsy moth whlch 
we so need I am supportive of Alt 12, not Alt. 8 

I feel Alternative 13 would best be sulted for GWNF and save the taxpayers a considerable sum 

AR 12 Is the multiple use plan that satisfies the demands of mo8t forest users My industry can live wlth a 50 
mmbf ASQ. Gypsy moth problems can be better addressed wlhk 12. Alt 12 also doesn'l include 251.978 ac 
for 'remote highlands' We have loo much wilderness already 

AN. 12 will allow area communities to enjoy a stable economy while at the same time allow for expanded use 
by reoreetlonal vlsltors 

We support the use of Alt plan #I2 this plan Is the best for protection against the gypsy moth Jobs will be 
created and preserved in the forest industty 

I support Alt 12. The development end wise use of our renewable natural resources can only be done by 
supporting Ai l  12. Alt. 12 will Increase jobs 

I support the selection of Alternative 12 management plan. Reasons are Reasonable volume of limber and 
pulpwood production, while most effectively protecting some scenic, recreational, wilderness areas, and wlldllfe 
species, and providing most practioal program against gypsy moth Intrusion 

We believe Plan 12 to be the best plan by far This plan we feel is a plan that everyone can live wlth, and not 
work hardships on anyone In these times of economic hardships we do not need the loss of any more jobs, 
nor do we need to lose the tax Income to the localities. 

Alternative 12 would effectlvely increase the number of timber related jobs in my area, would pay more money 
to localities than Alternative 8 and would meet the market demand for timber products I encourage you to give 
serious oonslderation to this akernahve 

Ail 12 is the best of the Iisied aiiernatives it comes up short in harvest volume and should call for treating all 
gypsy moth areas, notlustthosesuggested lt comes olosestto multiple use mgmt. and should bethe preferred 
an. 

There are some management techniques which can be utilized and reduce the costs However, the agency 
selection of Alternative #8 will only increase the costs associated with the forest timber sale program. Specdlcal- 
ly, Alternative 8 will shill forest management to a heavy dependence on 'group selection' which 1s more costly 
than even-age methods of regeneration because one must go further for less volume Major shifts In halvest 
methods, as proposed by Alternative 8, do not help the finanoial picture and may not be the best decision from 
a professional forestly position. Adopting Alternative 12 will not Increase the harvest levels beyond the forest's 
abllty In feci, under Alternative 12, less than one percent of the forest will be halvesled annually In addition, 
the shf i  in harvest methods proposed by Alternative 8 requires more roads and more frequent entries Into an 
area Under Alternative 8 new road construciion will total 20 miles per year Alternative 12 lowers that rewire 
men1 to 15 miles per year 

Anematwe 12 is clearly a better proposal Counties, citizens, and wildlde will prosper wlth AkematNe 12 
Management of the budget for the forest is not only less, more of the demand for timber producb will be met. 
A speoles called a gypsy moth will be controlled in a greater volume I em in favor of ARernaiNe 12 

I totelly support Ak 12 ii adequately provides for all multiple uses and would create more Jobs for our already 
hard hit area 

We believe Alternative 12 adequately provides for all multiple uses, end therefore Is the alternative we support 
Alternative 12 will increase jobs in the area 
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Letter 1264 

Letter 1266 

Letter 1303 

Letter 1305 

Letter 1319 

Letter 1338 

Letter 1342 

Letter 1361 

AM. 12 adequately provides for all multiple uses and therefore Is the ail I support. I do not support Ak 8. A k  
12 Is much more favorable for my future employment lnterestsi We should be encouraging the development 
and wlse use of our renewable natural resources, not the reverse. In addition, my family enjoys the use of the 
recreational facilities, which we feel AH 12 is better for also. 

We endorse An. 12 forthe following reasons: offers best overall pian for mukipie use mgmt ; allows for increased 
limber harvesting while mainiaining a properly managed forest: Increased jobs within and outside the timber 
industry: provldes more acreage for the protection, mgt , and use of the Appalachlen Trall, provldes more 
acreage for mgt. of the Scenic B Recreatlonal Rivers. Provides more acreage for wlldlrfe specles and wildlife 
habitats; Increases revenues to respective counties while decreasing the total annual budget for the forest. 

The #12 proposal is more beneficlal to theTimber Industry because h will provide more timber sales, less road 
construotion, less change In employment, end better suited for many multiple use mgt 

Ah 12 will do more than maximize the public beneflt of these lands. The sllvicuitural prectlces outllnes In the 
plan will do moreto protecttheforestfromthegypsy moth Infestailon, supporttheeconomlc needs ofthetlmber 
and other associated Industries, and at the same time. provide for recreational use. In addition, as a laxpayer 
I suppon Alt. 12 because d provides more value to more cltizens at a budget cost that is $2.75 million leea than 
Ait 8 For these reasons, I urge you to select An 12. 

We have identlfied AH 12 as our preferred All AH. 12, while only providing a small fraotion of the wood which 
could be produced from the forest, does allow for development of the regional forest economy. The alternative 
Is clearly sensHlve to the 'below COST sales issue and only contemplates annual harvest on slightly leea than 
0.6% of the forest AN 12 will accommodate the use of effective pesticides to combat the spread of the moth. 
Forest managers must be able to prescribe timber harvest before infestation takes place In order to preserve 
tree species dlverslty. AH 12 meets the objective of maximizing net public benefit. 

I support Ak 12. AH 12 will increase jobs and provide cost-effective methods of harvesting AH. 12 also better 
meets the demands for timber products. 

Ait 12 represents a more thorough, balanced plan k providestrue multiple use mgt and maximizes net public 
beneflt 

I urge you to use Alt 12 as the final pian for the forest We are located In an area where wood use is of vHai 
economic importance to our area and Ait. 12 provides all the multiple use and still allows for economic siabllily 
for our area 

I prefer Ah 12 because h comes closer to providing the best mix of goods and services Ah. 12 does a much 
better job of treating the gypmo problem. 

Letters 1379,1380,1381,1382,1383,1384,1404,1405,1406,1491,1492,1493,1494,1495,1496,1497,1498,1689,1692,1693,1694, 
1695,1696,1697,1696,1929,1930,1931,2155,2156,2157,2402,2403,3276,3277,3278,3279,3280,3281,3282,3283,3284,3285, 
3286,3287,3266,3289,3290,3~1,3292,4151 

An 12 adequately provides for all muitiple uses, and therefore is the ail I support We need to support the 
economy of our area because Ah 12 will increase jobs in the area. 

I would like to see Ah #12 selected to maintain a timber sale program which will provide stable employment 
to the wood product plants and their employees in VA and WV These sales will continue to produce revenue 
for localschoolsystems in bothStates Better wiidlrfe mgt will result from AH 12, insuring better hunting In both 
states 

I recommend that your group review, re-evaluate, propose, and adopt Alt 12 for the next 10-yr period By your 
own analysis, Ait 12 will cost less, earn more, and provide equally as much in other benefits as will All. 8 

The Pendleton County Commission supports All 12 Not only will It generate more revenue forthecounties, but 
wlll create jobs It is pro-business and this is synonymous with the effotts of our development authority 

Letter 1431 

Letter 1446 

Letter 1447 
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Letter 1588 

LeUer 1590 

Letter 1595 

LeUer 1597 

Letter 1598 

Letter 1w)l 

Letter 1604 

Letter 1609 

IfeelthatAlt 12would bethewisestand overall best plan forthefuture oftheforest. andthe economy likewise 

I support XI2 because we need timber so we can have jobs to support our families and the wildlde 

Plan 12 is the best, It will give people jobs and glve revenue to counties. The revenue would provide for beUer 
education, and create more jobs The State of Virginia would also beneflt from the sale of hunting licenses 

I strongly support Ah. 12 instead of plan 8 because timber can be harvested as well 88 being able lo preserve 
wildlife and keep the economy In good standing 

I think wa should use Ak 12 lt is better, both from the standpoint of jobs and also because of hunting I think 
you can timber land and also use It for other things as well Timber is a renewable produd 

I strongly urge the Forest Service to consider Alternative 7 and 12 Alternative 12 provides a balance of 
multiple-use beneflts Akernative 7 provides a high level of timber products. creates the mast jobs, and returns 
the second highest level of distributions to the counties 

The FS should change the Preferred Alt from 6 to 12 Alt 12 will go further towards providing a quallty habltat 
for wildltfe, llmlt the potential effects of the gypmo, and will do a much better job of managing our NF's 
resources 

I do feel that Alternatlve 12 is the best of the 13 presented I feel that an annual harvest on slightly less than 0 6 
percent of forest area is too small [because of the poor economy and] because of the presence ofthe Gypsy 
Moth. 

I think that alternative 2 should stay In effect because It is not putting a major dent in our environment and profits 
and beneflts are very good 

The way I see t, the #2 alternative is the best lt is the existing plan and I think it has been very successful lt 
provides jobs for the loggers and there is still room for A N  development, recreation, wilderness use, and new 
road construction lt has been successful and I think It can and should continue 

I chose Alternatwe #9 because It wants no A N  development With the soil that we have in Bath County and all 
themolstureintheground ltwould maketheforestsvelymuddy Also, ltwantsalotof landtouseforwilderness 

I favor Alternative #10 because It doesn't make anyone too happy or too mad By providing the wood industry 
wlth 15 million board feet, the wood business might not get all the wood they want, but fi is better than nothing 
It doesn't cost the taxpayers a lot compared to some others lt also allows for 2 more miles of roads to be built 
lt allows for 758 acres of clearcutling and 6.000 acres of burning For those who really love the outdoors. It 
provides 127,141 acres for ATV trails 

I am in favor of Alternative 11 This Alternative would allow only 500 acres to be burned and more to be cut and 
sold to Westvaco But not as much to hurt It's beauty 

I chose alternative #4. I think more roads should be built. because d we build more roads then more tourists 
will come to VA. We can ride and see the pa& of our forests that we haven? seen 

Alternative 9 is the best choice Prescribed burning is only 500 Thiswould cut down on pollution and save more 
land for our animals 

I chose alternative 2 because lt is the one in progress They are doing a darn good job with lt H also has a fair 
amount for timber and recreation 

I chose Alternative #9 because there is no A N  development Also, there would be lots of land going towards 
wilderness areas Also, not as much land would be used for timber, and none for clearcutling 

Alt 12 will protect Jobs, provide adequate acreage for timber harvesting, protect the forest from the gypsy moth, 
provide more opportunities for outdoor recreation and create significantly more habitat for wildlife species such 
as the black bear, pileated woodpecker and ruffed grouse Please consider Alt 12 
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Letter 1626 

Letter 1629 

Letter 1 635 

Letter 1637 

Letter 1654 

Letter 1657 

Letter 1666 

Letter 1675 

AR 12 is the an I support because It maximizes net public benefrt R is the true multiple use an R increases 
timber production, which helps the local economy It costs tax payers less money by the total annual budget 
being less and gives more money to counties for schools R calls for no more wilderness 

We would like to voice our approval for AH 12 It would not only be protective of the animal population but still 
provide the needed employment and recreation for all cltizens 

If d is indeed true that Ai l  8 will negatively impact many game species due to loss of oak and other mast- 
producing trees, that AR 8 will reduce rural employment, and that Alt  6 will result in the reduaon of timber 
harvesting levels, then may I request your close attention to AR 12 which to my untrained eye would seem the 
more supportable approach from a multiple use standpoint Register my support of AR 12 

Rappearsto methat Alt 12 continuesto manage and administer the NF in a proper, reasonable and ethical use 
for wildllfe and fish, watershed, range, timber and outdoor recreation purposes I would especially be concerned 
about the control ofthe oncoming gypsy moth I strongly encourage the use of Alt 12 to maintain the philosophy 
of the muRiple-use forest concept 

Looking at AR 12 I see e much more usable use and protection of our forests (gypsy moth etc) than AR 8 
Therefore I support AH 12. wrth some reservations that is clearcutting, I would hope, would be done only In 
very select condltions and places 

All 12 provides better support for the multiple-use concept of the forest by providing economic support for 
Industry and small business people as well as providing for the concerns about recreation, range, watershed 
and wildlife and flshing purposes 

We support AH 12 which we understand means more tax revenue for counties, more jobs for timber industly, 
meets all demand for timber products, less total acreage affected, more acreage available for gypmc treatment, 
and more efficient use of gypsy moth infested acreage 

I support Alt 12 Jobs are more important than preservation, but Alt 12 addresses both 

An 12, while only providing a small fraction of the woad which could be produced from the forest, does allow 
for development of the forest economy We strongly support Alt 12 Alt 12, with the use of pesticides, will 
effectively combat the spread of gypsy moths and in lieu of pesticides, specified timber harvest are an 
absolutely essential tool in order to preserve tree species diversity. 

AM 12 will offer better protection against Gypsy Moth infestation in the GWNF. suppo& the economic needs of 
the timber and other associated industries, and provide a better habitat to support the wildlife in the area AR 
12 provides more value to more citizens at a budget cast of $2 75 million less than An 6 

We support Ah 12 Mher alt plans will greatly reduce employment We also feel the wildlife habitat will suffer 
considerably 

Letters 1798, 2162,2908,3588,3589 
ARernative 12 is the multiple-use plan that satisfies the demands of the most forest users My rndustly can live 
with a 50 mmbf ASCI, although MI mmbf would be ideal Gypsy Moth problems can be better addressed 

Local communities surrounding NF's have naturally based their economies on resources that come off those 
forests AR 12, while falling unnecessarily short of the supply capabilities of the forest, does allow for develop 
ment of the regional forest economy Timber harvesting, far from being exclusive of other uses of the forest, 
makes a contribution to multiple uses, not the least of which is to supply the FS with a large portion of their 
budget Timber harvesting is also an Integral ingredient for wildltfe habitat. recreation and biological diversity 
We ask that you support Alt 12 

Alternative 12 'Provides a full range of goods and services Including timber, recreation, minerals, range, 
wilderness and wrldllfe habitar Alternative 12 also meets the objective of maximizing net public benefit We 
should be encouraging high employment and the development our renewable natural resources not doing the 
opposite 

I support An 12 which will allow for spraying of the gypmo and will provide a full range of goods and servlces, 
including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range and wildlife habitat 

Letter 1812 

Letter 1625 

Letter 1839 
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M e r  1652 

Letter 1866 

Letter 1871 

Letter 1877 

Letter 1881 

Letter 1995 

Letter 2ooo 

Letter 2001 

Letter 2028 

Letter 2164 

Letter 2165 

Letter 2169 

Letter 2170 

Letter 2171 

Letter 2172 

Letter 2173 

Lener 2174 

Letter 2178 

Letter 2179 

The best forest management should be the top pnorlty to perpetuate timber production and provide for the food 
and shelterforwlldllfe, soil and water quallty protection forever Alternatlve 12 seems best for this kind of future 

I favor Plan An 12 which benefits more peopltincluding A N  riders, hunters, local economies lt creates more 
jobs. 

An 12 benefits more people, A N  riders, hunters, local economies. lt creates more jobs Adopt Alt. 12 for the 
future of the Forest. 

Plan XI2 1s the Plan you should adopt because of opportuniiies available to me and many other A N  drivers, 
hunters, etc. Plan 12 would boo81 the local economy by allowing hunting and all people who own AN'S to ride 
on the GWNF. 

I favor Plan #12, which beneflts more people. including A N  riders, hunters and local economies - It creates 
more jobs. 

I favor Alfernatlve X12 lt seems to be much more equal to hunters, hikers, A N  riders and people who enjoy 
the great outdoors. I believe H would attract more Individuals to enjoy our National Forest R would also help 
stimulate the local economy 

Anernatwe 12 1s more epproprlate since It supports the overall forest system beiter, will not cause the negative 
Impacts cited abwe for game species and rural local people, and since ltwlll provide efull range of goods and 
servlces Including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range and wildlife habitat 

I favor an 12 An. 12 benefits more people, including AIV riders, hunters, local economies, and It creates more 
jobs 

I support Alternative Y12. I think ii does the best job of using the Forest wisely and will increase jobs In the area. 

An. 12 does a better job of regenerating our oak forest In e cost-effective way and also creates 215 more jobs 
It also doesn't Include additional wilderness. something we surely don't need anymore of 

Alt 12 Is the multlple use plan that satisfies the demands of the most forest users My Industry can live wlth a 
50mmbf ASQ, although 60 mmbf would be Ideal Gypmo problems can be better addressed wlth an 12. Ak 12 
also doesn't Include 251,978 ac for 'remote hlghlands' We have too much wilderness already 

I believe An. 12 Is a proper direction for the Forest Service to take The summary says this is a 'Multiple Use' 
aiternative Isn't that your mandated obpctive? Cut 50mmbf and we'll all benefit There Is more at stake than 
jobs Wildlife needs browse and so11 mast and cover provided by the 2900 clearcut acres per year 

Alternative 12 adequately provides for all multiple uses. That Is the alternative that I support [It] will Increase 
jobs In the area. If you out back on USFS limber sales, I cannot buy enough timber to keep my operation going. 

I support Alternative 12 Alternative 12 providesfor all multiple uses and still protects the environment ltcreales 
jobs. 

I support Alternative 12. lt provides for all multiple uses Alternative 8 Is not desirable and does not serve the 
needs of the people Alternative 12 provides for a sensible forest plan 

I favor Alternative 12. Alternative 12 provides a $70,000 gain In distribution of revenues10 counties, considers 
the most acreage for gypsy moth treatment, and raises the average annual sale quantity 

Alternative 12 Insures that there will be jobs In my community, money for schools, end a healthy forest for the 
future Let's conserve our forest, not preserve it 

I support An 12 instead of AR. 8 because it's a multiple-use alternative and will increase jobs in our area 

I support At. 12 forthe main reason ltwill lncreasejobs, costtaxpayers lessto implement and also return funding 
Inlo our schools An. 12 will Serve the needs of the peoplei 
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Letter 2185 

Letter 2186 

Letter 2188 

Letter 2190 

Letter 2193 

Letter 2196 

Lener 2197 

LMer 2202 

Letter zm4 

Lener 2205 

Lener E2X 

Letter 2228 

Lener Z%B 

Letter 2214 

Letter 2216 

Letter 2224 

Letter 226 

I support an. 12 A& 12 provides for mors jobs, wise use of our natural resources, less wilderness areas, more 
returns to couniles, a higher level of timber harvest, and true multiple use 

AR 12 1s the most beneficial k creates jobs that are so desperately needed. 145 families would enjoy a bener 
ME and the wildllfe will too 

Ah. 12 is the multiple use plan that satisfies the demands of the most forest users. Gypmo Is treated on more 
acres. AR 12 also doesnt Include 251,978 acres for 'remote highlands' Ah. 12 better manages our Forest. 

I support An 12 because it maximizes net public benefrt. I support Increasing the timber production to 50 mmbf. 
Future limber demands need to be met by the USFS Timber mgt le an essential part of wlldllfe mgi. Ah 12 
Increases employment opportunnles and provides money to county schools 

I support An. 12. That will keep our forest healthy. Lei's promote jobs because our economy sure needs them. 

I support an 12 because R has atrue multiple usetheme. k has a reasonablelimber ASCI, promoteswildlife m a ,  
cuts back on wilderness areas. costs taxpayers less money, and gives counties more revenue for schools and 
roads. R Is the only an. that uses proper forest mgt. and Insures a continuation of a heaithy forest. We need 
olearcunlng for deer, wlldllfe and turkey habitat. I want the forest to be managed for munlple use, not for 
biological diversity and sensnlve species 

I" all for the local economy, timber jobs, higher amount of timber sales, no more wllderness area8 and 
promoting wlldlde I prefer AR 12, It Is for multiple use. 

I support Anernalive 12 because It Increases jobs in our area, provides a $139,WO gain l o  counties for schools 
and roads, and costs taxpayers less to implement. 

Alternative 12 meets these [access to the forest and food for game species] needs while also paying more to 
county budgets and creates 67 more direct jobs. Favor 12. 

I like An. 12 Not only because it has one of the highest ASQs but because it's the true multiple u6e one. R cares 
about the local economy, timber demand. wildlife and the evetyday needs of the common people. 

AR 12 would do a better job Payment to counties is increased The gypsy moth can be better controlled. 

AR. 12 supplies the demands ofthe forest resources of the GWNF. it provides more money for schools and takes 
less money to Implement. I support A& 12 

Anernalive 12 Is the muklple use alternstive which allows for more jobs In the ares, a higher amount of timber 
sales which should help the local economy because of the labor intensive occupation, promotes schools for my 
children and Insures we have future timber to cut and for others to see. 

AR 12 provides for multiple use It gives additional wood products for the timber-dependent public. it will also 
help the local school system through additional revenues to counties and will cost taxpayers less to Implement. 
I feel Al l  12 would be a better forest plan. 

I choose Anernalive 12 because of the higher ASCI and how It helps the local economy, schools, and the 
envlronment. 

AR. 12 is the only abrnative that makes sense Allowing a higher timber sales quantity would help the local 
loggers acquire stumpage and keep their workers employed, not on welfare. Alternative 12 would supply a 
$139,WO gain to counties for schools and have a 4-billion-dollar increase In total area income It would allow 
addklonal acreage to be treated for gypmo to keep our forest healthy lt would reduce the amount of acres set 
aside for wilderness or roadless areas, because we have enough now 

I prefer alternative 12 [it is the] multiple use alternative. lt allows for a higher timber sale quantity, more jobs, 
more money to counties for schools, and the wise use of our natural resources. it supplies the demands of the 
forest resources. Where Is the future demand for wood products coming from? I don't see any Increase coming 
from private landowners 
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Letters 2236,2244 
IfavorAn 12 A n  12benef~morepeople-including AN riders,huntem,looaleconomles-Rcreatesmorejobs 

I prefer Alt 12 because It provides more timber and lobs for our area. 

I prefer Plan 12 over Plan 8 as It would help older hunters and benefit more people 

I support An 12 which 'provides afull range of goods and S~NICBS. Not to follow such a course of action would 
make the wildltfe biologists' work over the last 25 years be for naught. Also, what about the Imle crosbroad 
towns that borderthe forest and their livelihoodsthat depend on heanhywood products, hunters' revenues, and 
tourisis 

I urge the implementation of All. 12 lt should help to preserve employment and will provide a forest products 
supply and is in keeping wlth the law which regulates the use of this forest 

Letter 2245 

Letter 2247 

Letter 2265 

Letter Z38 

Letter 2287 

Letter 2295 

Letter 2302 

Letter 231 I 

Letter 2312 

Letter 2315 

Letter 2333 

Letter 2335 

Letter 2351 

Letter 2357 

Letter 2365 

Letter 2378 

Letters 2451, 2452 

Letter 2494 

Please adopt Alternative 12 The Increased costs of managing the total resource in a poldoally motivated 
decreasing arena only encouragesthe opportunityfor'below costs' act"is Furthermore. other uses, requiring 
years of preplanning and timely application, are foregone The health of wild turkey, ruffed grouse, black bear 
and numerous non-game species requires habmt diversrly, not contrnuity 

I favor Alt 12 because It more closely meets the multiple use mandate and It is more economically viable 

Alternative 12 is the most balanced of multiple use plans k is important for the forest to be used as tlmber 
supply, not just recreation The organic Act of 1897 states the primay purpose of National Forests 1s to furnish 
a continuous supply of timber The gypsy moth needs lo be controlled and Alternative 8 doesn't allow for 
enough spraying. 

I favor Anernalive 12. lt is a much more balanced and fair approach Alternative 12 beneflts more peopb 
including ATV riders, hunters and local economies, II creates more jobs. 

Alternative 12 appears to be a much better management plan il addresses timber haNest and gypsy moth wlth 
good forest management 

Aiternative 12 has a better plan of managing our National Forests resources which will provide a quality habltat 
for wildltfe, as well as limlting the effects of the gypsy moth Adopt Anernalive 12 

Alternative 12 does almost everything 8 does in a bener way Alternatwe 12 protects the environment. looks after 
the special areas, and protects the special plants and animals There IS a long list of what both plans do the 
same The big difference is in cutting trees Alternative 12 cuts trees when they get old This is smart Please 
consider 12 because It looks after people loo 

I opt for Alternative I 2  n not only s e ~ e s  all of the needs of National Forest usage under the Muitiple-Use 
sustained yield act but It also helps protect our oak trees from Gypsy Moth infestation and provides for more 
ground cover and food for wildltfe 

Alt 12 cuts more trees and gives us more jobs I hope this is what you decide to do 

# I2  best approaches the multiple use concept, and also providesfor bener control of the approaching invasion 
of the dreaded gypsy moth 

Ah 12 would be the best choice for multiple use end a good wildltfe habitat I support An. 12 

I feel Alt 12 better meets these needs while paying more to County budgets and creates 87 more direct jobs 

I feel Alternative 12 will provide Jobs for the area and use the natural resources vely wisely lt will provide money 
for the areas involved and help the economy in these areas 

I ask that the Forest Service use Alternative #12 I provides more jobs, and is better balanced for wood, 
recreation and wildltfe 
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Letter 2489 Alternative 12 will result in a gain of 194 Jobs, have necessary vegetative manipulation tools available, opens 
83% of the forest for treatment of gypsy moth and is more economically viable 

We support Alternative 12 because It adequately provides for all multiple uses Alternative 12 encourages the 
development and wise use of our renewable natural resources 

I lhlnk the Forest Service should adopt Alternative 12 a6 the be* solution Alternative 12 provides much more 
utilization of the forest's recreational environment and industrial opportunlties lt will also provide many more 
lobs in the area 

Alternative 12 allows the silviculturist to retain the sclentdicaliy viable tool of clearcutting, promotes blological 
diversty by providing needed disturbances in the forest ecosystem: manages 60% of the forest to emphasize 
wiidilfe species: and allows the silviculturist options to battle the gypsy moth in order to maintain vistas, habltat 
and resource value 

Letter 2500 

Letier 2526 

Lener 2535 

Letters 2537,2540 

Letter 2541 

Letter 2545 

Letter 2547 

Lener 2563 

Lener 2565 

Letter 2571 

Letter 2589 

Letter 2592 

Letter 261 I 

Alternative 12 would do a better job of managing the GWNF Payment to counties Is increased as well as 
increases In road building and allowable sale quantity Gypsy Moth can be better controlled with this alternative 

Havlng less than 30% of the forest sunable for timber management Is an abdication of the Forest Service's 
professional duty Ahnative 12 is much better even though lt only makes 45% sultable. The economy of our 
region depends on timber from the George Washington So why does #8 only offer about 80% of the expected 
demand? Again #12 is better. Number 8 spends more money than #12 Our national treasury can't afford that. 
Please designate Alternative 12 as the preferred alternative 

I support AR. 12 An 12 offers the best mix of goals for the forest and the best opportunity to protect the entire 
forest while preserving special ecosystems It also provides for the continued survival of local communlties and 
economies wlthin and surrounding the GW 

I support Alternative 12 Economic factors favoring Alternative 12 are that It would cost the Forest Servlce less 
to implement, would Increase employment, and provide 4 billion dollars in area income Alternative 12 provldes 
room for moddlcation The Land Management Plan would be in effectfor 10 to 15year periods, therefore such 
measures are needed 

Alternative 12 would create both a habitat for wildlife and raw materials to keep people in the work force 

I support Alternative 12 The forests wwld then benefit all citizens and keep ail game and timber plentiful 

I endorse Alternative 12 Alternative 12 would provide more jobs and return more funds l o  the counties and the 
U S. Treasury 

I support Alternative 12 Responsible forest management in our National Forests must Include managing for 
continuous timber supply, watershed, wildlde, and recreational opportunities. Alternative 12 offers the best 
option for responsible forest management in the George Washington National Forest. 

I support Alternative #I2 This alternative provides a full range of benefits and maximizes net public beneflt 
Alternative 12 provides more income to counties, increases jobs and allows timber harvesting on a larger 
percentage of the forest Under Alternative 12,83% of the forest is available for Gypsy Moth control compared 
to only 50% under Alternative 8 Alternative 12 requires a smaller budget and Is more cost-effective losing less 
money than Alternative 8. 

Allowing the Gypsy Moth to destroy 25%-30% of this forest (as Alternative 8 proposes) would be devastating to 
the economy, the timber industry, and the wlldlde of that area Alternative 12 takes into consideration these 
negative effects and will provide a full range of goods and services that will be of beneflt to everyone I am 
asking you to support proposed Alternative 12 

Letters 2638,2639 
I favor Alternative 12 because 11 creates lobs and Is a multiple-use plan The Forest can provide something for 
everybody. 
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Letter 2672 

Letter 2678 

Letter 2683 

Letter 2687 

Letter 2689,2941 

Lener 2697 

Letter 2704 

Letter 2714 

Thetimber Industry needsmorethanihe27millionfeetofAltern~e8,thatisthereasonW R Deacon &Sons 
Timber supports Alternative 12 

An. 12 meetsthe needs of the Forest while also paying moreto county budgets and creates 87 more direct jobs 
Scrap Alt 8 in favor of 12 

I like All 12 k provides access we need for our older oltizensto enjoy the forest k provldesfor addltional jobs 

You need to manage the forest like alternative 12 Its increased harvest level would bener manage this 
ovarmature tract 

Akernaiive t 2 does a better lob of regenerating our oak forest in a cost effective way and also creates 21 5 more 
jobs that are badly needed in the area around the George Washington lt also doesnY include addltional 
wilderness, something we surely don't need anymore of 

Alt 12 IS better Under an 12 over 190 lobs will resuk Alt 12 me& the objective to maximize benefils as well 
as a multiple-use approach As for the gypmo, An 12 would allow for 80 percent of the forests to be sprayed 
giving more control lo  the population and not allowing lt to go rampant and infect private land. 

I favor AH 12 Cutling timber offers numerous benefiis l o  wildllle and the general condltion of the forest 

Alternative 12 meets these needs while also paying more to county budgets and creates 87 more direct lobs 

biters 2715,2722,2723,2752 
I like Alternative 12 because It bethr manages resources and 194 extra jobs are created 

Letters 2716,2721,2734 
We need Alternative 12 lt creates Jobs and is a multiple-use plan 

I support Alternative 12 Emphasis should be given to timber production to help keep housing costs reasonab\e 
for all amerioens Alternative 12 is a much more balanced plan Besides providing additional timber, which 
keeps down inflation, It provides more employment and requires a lower net Federal outlay to manage the 
forest Also, the local counties rely on the funds received from the timber sales Cvt-over land regenerates and 
provides much more habrtat for game than mature forests 

An 12 is the best of the listed alts lt comes up short in harvest volume and should oall for treating all gypmo 
areas not just those suggested h comes closest to multiple use mgi and should be the preferred an 

Alternative 12 meets these needs, increased halvest volume to provide gypsy moth resistant oak reproduction, 
forest acoess for aging populalion, food for game animals, while also paying more to county budgets and 
creates 87 more direct jobs 

You need to managetheforest like Alt 12 Its increased harvest levelwould better manage this overmaturetract. 

Alternative 12 adequately protects the environment and allows for more lobs 

Aiternative 12 Is a more realistic approach Even though this Alternative suggests fewer acres to be harvested 
annually (6263 acres) than Alternative 8 (8550 acres), the harvest would produce more volume Thus more 
revenue and more cash flow for the forest s e ~ i c e  This plan also calls for more acres to be set aside to manage 
scenic and recreational rivers, more acres in management area 14 for black bears. gray squirrels, and pileated 
woodpecker habltat Also. more acres will be enhanced for white-tailed deer and ruffed grouse. 

I prefer Alternative #I2 Alternative 12 does a reasonable job of addressing the various mandated uses of 
National Forest lands, and would allow forest managers moreflexibillty in meeting public demand for both forest 
products and recreational opporlunltles R would allow more flexibilty in dealing wlth the gypsy moth problem, 
and have more favorable impact on jobs and businesses in local communlties R would also cost the Forest 
Service a not Inconsiderable sum of about 2 314 millions of dollars a year less to implement 

Alternative 12 meets the needs [of timber harvest volume, accesstothe forest, and food for game animals] while 
also paying more to county budgets and creating 87 more direct jobs 

Letter 2724 

Letter 2729 

Letter 2733 

Letter 2753 

Letter 2e31 

Letter 2842 

Lener 2673 

Letter 2907 
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Letter 3488 

Letter 3504 

I agree wRh Alternalive 12 lt will provide some jobs and won't destroy the land or be a waste. 

I recommend Anernative (2 which seems to me would give a higher level of timber produdlon. Wlth sound 
forest management It will be capable of producing badly needed wood products during the coming yean wlth 
an increase In employment of people, Increased tax support for the surrounding area, and will provide 
recreational areas, essential water sources and help improve air quality and a heanhy environment wlth lesa 
support of Gypsy Moths 

I favor Alternatlve XI2 Alternative #I2 beneflts more people - Including A N  riders, hunters, local economies 
- lt creates more jobs 

Alternative 12 better addresses employment, returns to counties, demand fortimber, sultable acres, gypsy moth 
management, grouse management, clearcutting, and multipleuse In addltion, Aiternative 12 1s cheaper to 
implement and has a better return than Anernative 8. 

I support Abmative 12 over 8 because It has something for evetyone. lt provides jobs for timber folks, more 
animals for hunters, more protection from gypsy moths, and more money for local economies, 

Letter 3519 

Letter 3560 

Leiier3569 

Letters 3576, 3579 
Alternative 12 meets these needs while also paying more to county budgets and creates 87 more dlreci jobs. 

Letters 3583,3584,3585,3636 
Akernathra 12 would do a better lob Payment to counties is increased as well as Increases in roadbullding and 
allowable sale quantity Gypsy Moth can be better controlled 

Letters 3586,3587 

Letter 3596 

Letter 35% 

Letter 3618 

Letter 3638 

Letter 3670 

Letter 3881 

Letter 3704 

Alternative 12 does a better job of managing the Forest than Alternative 8 Alternative 12 does a better job of 
regenerating our oak forest in a cost effectlve way and also creates 215 more jobs. It also doesn't Include 
addnional wilderness, something we surely don't need anymore of 

I believe Anernative 12 is a proper direction for the Forest Service io take Cui 50 mmbf and we'll all benefit. 
There is more at slake than jobs Wildlife needs browse and sdt  mast and cover provided by the 29W clearcut 
acres per year. 

I believe Alternative 12 to be a better choice to beneflt not only Virginia residents, but sportsman and tourists 
from surrounding states as well The increase of 78 jobs proposed in Alternative 12 would be a great boost to 
the Economy of the communtly in these hard times 

I support AH 12 12 meets the objective of maximizing net public benefns It is more of a munlpleuse an than 
8. The GWNF has a responsibllily to the many communities it dominates wlth regard to forest resources and 
economic impaot An. 12 does allow for some promotion of the forest economy of the area About 75 to 80 
percent of what I harvest annually comes from GWNF land A i t  8 only provides for about 59% of the demand 
that the Forest Planner estimates exists today on the GWNF An 8 states that this shortfall can be easily made 
up from other sources wlthout any analysis that show lt would be possible to do so I do not believe that this 
Is possible An 12 will create employment which will have a posiiive impact on the local economy 

I" fully convinced that Alternative 12 would be a better management plan I feel that it would be of the greatest 
value to the general public, wildlife and the health of the forest 

Alt 12 does a better job of regenerating our oak forest in a cost-effeotive way and also creates 215 more jobs 
R also doesnY include additional wilderness, something we surely don't need anymore of 

I prefer Aiternative 12 as the most balanced of those proposed Alternative 12 includes an ASCI of 40 million feet 
from 42% of the forest acres, allows for more clearcutting and better wildlife management, and is much more 
flexible in addressing the Gypsy Moth problem ft provides for more jobs and Increases payments to localities 
in lieu of taxes lt allows the USFS employees a better opportuntly to manage the forest properly 

I choose Alternative 12 because It would create 194 more jobs and create additional revenue to our communl- 
ties lt gives more access to the forest which our tax dollars paid for. The gypsy moth problem would get more 
attention There would be 7% more acreage for management of Scenic and Recreational Rivers. 
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Letter 3719 

Letter 3753 

LeUer 3774 

Letter 3775 

Letter 3791 

Letter 3813 

Cetter 3816 

Letter 3854 

Letter 3886 

Letter 3902 

Letter 3914 

Letter 3935 

Letter 3972 

Letter 3975 

Letter 4034 

Letter 4017 

Letter 4025 

Ait 12 offers a more balanced Mgt Plan. AR 8 seems ineffecbve and inefficient Forest autable for tlmber 
production is down There is a total acreage of land for mgmt 88 d wilderness of 284,247 ac Only 59% of the 
existing timber demand is met Mgt of wildlde populations will be neglected Gypmo control will be Ignored or 
limlted over a high percentage of the forest Millions of bd R of limber will go lo waste. 

I urge the FS to adopt a mgmt approach patterned afier A t  12. In addltion to allowing balanced use of our 
shared resources, it will reduce the total forest budget by $2,750,000 

I support Alternative Xi2 This alternative provides a good dlversrty In wildlrfe, recreation, and good Income 
potential from timber harvesting and will provide lobs to many people in the areas surrounding the forest This 
plan also allows for control of the gypsy moth 

I am requesting that Alternative 12 be considered R will provide new jobs and be less costly to the taxpaying 
cltizens lt also will provide more money for the counties. It will keep loggers and the forest industry going 

AR. t2isthe betteralt AR 12increases~obsby194whlchls215more~obsthanAR 8,anditincreasesthetimber 
industry employment by 78 Jobs (145 more than Ai l  8) 110 percent of the demand for timber products is met, 
W percent of the forest is managed to emphasize wildlife species, and the annual road construction 19 reduced 
to 15 miles 

To get the foriy five million feet demand, I feel we need Alt. 12. To cut down on new roads being made in the 
forest, we need Alt 12 To have more clearcuts for feeding wild animals also for an even growth forest we need 
Alt 12 AR 12 will provide a more multiple use of the forest for everyone involved 

Alternative 12 would do a better job of managing the GWNF Payment to counties IS increased as well as 
increases in roadbuilding and allowable sale quantity Gypsy Moth can be better controlled wlth this alternative 

I choose An 12 because It has a more realistic timber harvest, It oombals the gypsy moth, cost taxpayers less 
money, does away with any new Wilderness and helps the local economy 

I support timber cutting, wildlife, what's best for the local economy, combating the gypsy moth, no more 
Wilderness or Remote Highlands, wildlife habitat and helping the fellow man Ail of the above are reasons why 
I support An 12 

I support Aiternatlve #t2. R does the best job of using the forest wisely and will help save lobs in the area 

I urge the Forest Service to adopt [Alternative 121 Alternative 12 will protect jobs, provide for adequate timber 
harvesting, protect the forest from the gypsy moth, offer more opportunities for outdoor recreation and create 
significantly more wildlife habitat 

I support Alternative 12 The GWNF is capable of endlessly producing many times the amount of wood products 
suggested in Alternative 12, while at the same time adequately providing for taking good care of wildlife, 
aesthetios. soils, and all other uses. 

Under Alternaitve #I2 the money going to local governments will Increase by about $70.000 while under 
Alternative 8, there will be a reduction of $69,000 to local government Alternative 12 will gain atotal of 194 direct 
jobs besides the indirect jobs that will be gained Alternative #B will cause a reduction of 21 direct jobs as well 
as a loss of 67 direct timber jobs 

I endorse Alternative #t2 which would allow the forest to be managed for multiple-use and avoid [adverse 
effects on employment and wildlrfe habitat] 

Alt 12 provides a well balanced multiple use approach that results in more jobs, more money paid to counties, 
a smaller budget, and It allows 60% of the forest to be managed to emphasize wildlife and provides for gypmo 
treatment for 83% of the forest 

AR 12 adequately provides for all multiple uses. as well as supports the economy of our area 

The gypsy moth must be brought under control If we are to have any forest lefito manage and Plan 12 would 
allow effective pesticides to be used Also. the average tax paying people like myself. would beneflt more from 

Commems Supporting an Anernalive Other Than i he  Preferred I ~ 694 
OTHER COMMENTS 



Plan 12 as the costs involved are less The economy would be bolstered by Plan 12 which would create more 
jobs In certain areas 

I favor Alternative 12 It provides a more multipleuse stance Our wildltfe needs more vegetation manipulation 
like that in 12 also 

Anernative 12 represents the enlightened, progressive alternative According to The Organic Act of 1987, the 
primary purpose of National Forests is Yo furnish a continuous supply of timber lor use of the cltizens of the 
Unlted States' The management plan AHernative 12 would adhere to this directive while creating jobs and 
heanhy forests The public and our forests would be better sewed by Alternative 12 I urge you to support this 
plan 

AH 12 adequately provides for all muHiple uses. as well as supports the economy of our area 

AR 12 is more appropriate since It supports the overall forest system better, will not cause the negative Impacts 
for game species and rural local people, and will provide alull range of goods and sewices including timber, 
recreation, minerels. wilderness, range and wildllfe habitat Adopt An. 12 as a better and appropriate mgt. plan 
for the benellt of the system, game species, local rural people, sportsmen. and citizens In general 

In the record of decision forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will document the rationale forthe decision of which 
ahnative will sewe asthe Revised Plan Points raised in favor of any alternative will be considered where these 
points are substantiated by the analysis and disclosure in the FEIS The specific points raised In this comment 
are addressed under the responses to other comments in this appendix. 

Letter 4039 

Letter 4240 

Letter 4280 

Letter 4267 

Response 

Letters 327,328,388,389,390,391,392.393,394,395.396,397,398,399,4~, 401,402,403,404,405,406,407,408,409,410,411, 
412,413,414,415,416.417,418,419,420,421,422,423,424,425,426,474,475.476,477.478, 479,480,481,482, 483,484,588, 
604,630,631,632,633,634,635,636,637,638,639,640,641, 642,643,644,645,646,647,648,649,650,651,652,653,654,655, 
656,657, 658,659,€€0, 661,662,663,564,665,666,667,668,669,670,671,672,673, 674,675,676, 677,678,679,680, 681,682, 
M13,684, 665,688. 667,688,669,690,691,692,693,694,695,696,697,698,699,700,701,702,703,801,802,803,804,805,806, 
807.808.809,810,811,812,813,814,815,816,817,618,819,820,821,822,823,824,825,626,827,828,829,830,831,832,833, 
834, 635, 836,837,838,839,840,841,642,843,894,895,896,897,898,899,900,901,902,903,904, 905,906,907,908,909,910, 
911,912,913,914,10~,1021,10~,1023.1024,1025,1026,1027,1028,10~,103O,1031,1032,1033,1034,1035,1036,1037,1038, 
1039.1040,1041,1042,1M3,1115,1116,1117.1118,1119,1120.1121,1122,1123,1124,1175,1176,1177.1178,1179,1180,1181, 
1 1 8 2 , 1 ~ 8 , 1 ~ , 1 2 3 O , 1 2 3 1 , 1 2 3 2 , 1 2 3 3 , 1 2 ~ , 1 2 ~ ,  1238,1235,1236,1237,1236,12~,1240.1241,1242,1243,1244,1245,1248, 
1247,1246,1393,13~,1395,1396,1397,1398,1~7,1508,1509,1510,1511,1512,1513,1514,1515,1516,1517,1717,1718,1719, 
1720, 1721,1722,1945,1946,1947,1948,1949,1950,1951,1952,2069,2070,2071,2072,2073,2074,2075,2076,2077,2078,2392, 
2393,2394,2395,2396,2397,2398,2399,2763,3059,3060,3061,3062,3063,3064,3120,3121,3122,3123,3124,3125,3t26,3127, 
3128, 3129, 3130, 3131,3132, 3133, 3134. 3135, 3136, 3137,3138, 3139, 3140, 3141, 3142, 3143, 3144, 3145, 3186, 4067,4070 

Letter 505 

Letter 711 

Letters 733. 734 

Letter 740 

Letter 741 

In these days of an uncertain economy, we should be encouraging high employment and the development of 
our renewable natural resources, not the reverse 

I agree wtth AHernative 12 The local economy depends heavily on the forest products industries and alternative 
12 is more favorable in this respect These resources must be used wisely and not wasted. As long as the 
strategy is sustainable, I believe that we should fuliy utilize this resource base. 

I feel that our National Forest should encourage the development and wise use of our renewable natural 
resources 

We should be encouraging the development and wise use of our renewable natural resources, not the reverse 
Therefore. I am supportive of Alt 12 

We should encourage wise use of our renewable natural resources, not wasteful preselvation I support 
Alternative 12. 

I support Alternative 12 because It promotes a more prudent course of aclion In developlng and utilizing this 
wonderful forest Alternative 12 clearly sewes my needs and, I think. the needs of everyone who cares aboul 
our renewable natural resources 
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Lelter 746 

Letter 752 

Letter 886 

Letter 1865 

Letter 2321 

Letters 270,2917 

Response 

I live in Alleghany County and more than f m  percent of the Forest land Is owned by the National Forest We 
must find the best and wisest use for our renewable natural resources - move fotward, not backward. 

I support Alt 12 After reviewing I belleve 11 betier sub the needs of our area and people and does more for the 
wise use of our natural resources 

An. 12 encourages the development and wise use of our renewable natural resources and providesfor multiple 
uses of the GWNF I am supportive of Alt 12 

Our national resources need to be managed wisely I bellevethat A n  12 lsthe best plan for managing the GWNF 
for everyone concerned 

Alternative #12, not alternative #8, best suppolts responslble environmental management of the George 
Washington National Forest 1 support Akernative #12 because I feel we should be encouraging the develop 
ment and wise use of our renewable natural resources. 

I am supportive of Alternative 12 because the development and wise use of our renewable natural resources 
should be encouraged 

The degree that renewable resources are developed and 'widely used' must be balanced against other 
legdimate needs and values which are foregone wlth such development In the record of decision for the FEIS, 
the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mixture of uses. values. products 
and condaons in the anernatwe to serve as the Revised Plan 

Letter 528 

Letter 2306 

Letter 3939 

Response 

I support AH 12 because It provides more recreational possibilities than Alt 8 

I support Alternative 12 because recreational use will be enhanced 

Alternative 12 comes closer in meeting [4-wheel drive and ATV] demand than Alternative 8 does 

Alternative 12 does offer more opportunhes for off-highway vehicle use (particularly for the use of all-terrain 
vehicles) than Alternative 8A 

Letter 4 

Letter 21 

Letter 134 

Letter 171 

Letter 171 

There are vast amounts of prime Virginia wilderness deselving protection and linkage with other areas through 
wilderness corridors I hope you will support the Virginia Wilderness Comm~ttee'a immediate proposals and will 
work towards a future goal similar to the one outlined in Alternative 3 

I deplore the practice of selling off National Foreststotimbercompanies Frankly, I support Alt 3, the draft plan 
proposed by Virginians for Wilderness Wildllfe mgmt is a tricky thing, I know, but I don't see how more roads 
will help And A N  vehicles are one of the most destructive forms of 'recreation' in a forest that there Is 

Alternative 3 . This, the Wilderness/Corridor alternative, proposed by Virginians for Wilderness. leads all 
alternatives In 1) net revenue, 2) Wilderness, 3) visual quality, 4) lowest soil erosion, 5) lowest cost of implemen- 
tation, 6) semi-prlmllive non-motorized recreation, 7) unfragmented habitat, 8) habitat for shy, rare and endan. 
gered species, 9) old growth forest, IO) water conservation and stream protection, t i )  lowest pollution and 
highest pollution abatement, 12) benefh to climate, and 13) contribution to planetary survival 

I ask that you take (another?) look at The PAW Proposal' I believe that Alternative #3 complements the 
phalosophy of 'descriptions of management areas'forthe Pedlar Locally, It addsffavortothe Park S e ~ i c e  lands 
along the Parkway, this could be construed as 'Inter-agency cc-operation' and should benefit both agencies- 
and the land Regionally, It would promote landscape diversity, this would address species, habitats, and 
ecosystems throughout the Blue Ridge Mountains 

Akernative #3, The PAW Proposal', is supported by Forest Se~ ice  documentation m the Environmental Impact 
Statement lt gives 'the present' back lt favors the land, the air. and the water-because of their intrinsic values 
lt halls the demls% of wilderness-the concept and the place There is no other alternative, It's time to re-create 
the Pedlar, the GWNF, the Appalachians and beyond 
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Letter 185 Our view colncldes wlth one becoming Increasing popular- that National Forests be managed 88 ecosystems 
with all commerclal forestry banned. In the pending Draft Forest Plan for the George Washington National 
Forest, this view 1s embodied in Anernalive 3, the Wilderness/Corridor alternative, whlch 18 based on the 
Consorvation Biology We ask support In making this akernatlve o reality. 

Since the GWNF best serves the region’s purposes by being a watershed, I hope you will consider Alternative 
#3 

I’m wrlting to express my support for the GWNF Management Plan Alternative 3. Thls plan 1s the only one that 
will restore end maintain an acceptable level of ecological lntegrlty and biodiverstty in the forest 

Letter 372 

Leiter 375 

Letter 863 I strongly support mgmt of the GWNF guided by AH 3 I understand the 6 primary points of this a n  and their 
orientation toward the maintenance of the present level of ecological integrity and biologlcal diverstty of the 
GWNF. 

Letters 986,2054,3850 

Letter 

Letter 

IC4 

148 

Letter 1153 

Letter 1261 

Lenor 1274 

Letter 1275 

II Is important that the concepis presented in Alternative #3 are incorporated into the Final Plan, 

Akernative #3 is definltely environmentally sound, but Is economically beneficial as well It would have no 
Increase in tax payments and stimulate logging in the private sector I urge you to support Anernalive #3 

Adopt An 3 Sop building roads, stop logging and other mining activities in the forest where there are roads, 
and reforest the areas damaged by human activlties Those unroaded areas should immedlately be Preserved 
as wilderness, pesticides and herbicides be forbidden 

An. 3 isthe only mgt planthat addressesthe health of the forest ltself Hs advantages are many it protects native 
biodiversity, creates large intact wilderness areas with connecting corridors for the free exchange of genehc 
material Rvirtually stops erosion Eliminates habltat fragmentation-a major cause of mass extinction it prolecis 
streams & oonserves water It increases revenue from nonconsumptive recreational uses. while providing an 
aesthetically pleasing forest. Rfeaturesthe lowest cost of implementation And is virtually non-polluting. Ii is the 
only an soundly based upon scientdic findings 

I received a copy (in full) of your 10yr Land and Resource Mgi Plan for the GW and I was hopeful that finally 
we would sensibly take cere of the forest and stop abusing It with logging and overuse Unfortunately, the 
loggers and other special Interest groups (AW, roadbuildings, miners, etc) have been campaigning for the 
same old abuse of OUR public land In a nutshell. I oppose It Furthermore, I am opposed to any more 
below-cost timber use, ATV use. road cutting, mineral extraction. chemical and pesticide use, and ‘mgY which 
favors featured species like deer and turkey and ignores endangered species AND, I support An #3. the 
ecological concept, or even Alt (#So), vegetation manipulation. 

I am wrltlng in support of Alt 3, the wilderness all. While I am not an expert in forest ecology I am ataxpayer 
I resent my tax dollar6 going to the decimation of my NFs I em opposed to clearcuning and all logging 
operations in the GWNF I fully support the complete protechon of all NFs through the creation of wilderness 

The only alt that supports the wisest use of the GWNF is Al l  3 In addltion to its ecological strength, R would 
virtually eliminate erosion It would eliminate habitat loss through fragmentation n would foster the process of 
natural evolution and hait the process of mass extinction It is also the least expensive to implement. it provides 
for the highest visual quality it would not lose taxpayer’s money by subsidizing below-cost timbersales like the 
old Plan 

AR3 as proposed by Virginiansfor Wilderness offers aviablesolutionfor a long-term plan as well as being more 
economical. which is paramount in a recession The limits on logging will not hurt our economy as the slack will 
be picked UP by mvate land owners The recreation opportunities will increase and the wildllfe habitat will be 
preserved 

Letters 1286, 1287 
I am wrltingto express my strong support of Alt 3 I believe this plan to be environmentally sound and absolutely 
essential to the true preservation of the GWNF 
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Letter 1292 Alternative#3istheonlyplanthatguaranteesthe health oftheforest I urgeyoutoimplementhThePlan makes 
good sense from many perspectives H would create and maintain large intact wilderness areas tl would curtail 
eroslon and allow for the recovery of native biodiversity H provides a high qualdy visual experience No one 
likes to go hiking and camping in clearcuts R does not 10% taxpayer's money by subsidizing wenare Umber 
sales. as does the current plan, and rt costs the least to implement h 

I am in favor of A& #3 Wlth a large metropolis so close to the GW Forest, people need a sanctuary from the 
stress of work. 

I support most measures outlined in AH 3 I strongly support strict limlts on ORVs, and only licensed use, the 
elimination of all new roadbuilding and construction, clearcuHing. 'salvage sales', wildllle mgt and mineral 
extraction in roadless areas; and the designation of all 26 roadless areas of the forest as wilderness study areas. 

lwritetotellyou of my strong support for An #3 because It ensuresthe protection of a healthy forest ecosystem 
8 biological, native diversdy. 

WIth regard to the vanishing natural world (only 3% of the OW and 8% ofthe Monongahela have been set aside 
as wilderness), wethe undersigned petiiion you to adopt Ali 3which we feel best servesthe long term interests 
of all living things on this planet. 

I support AH 3. All 26 roadless areas should be designated as wilderness. It is costing iaxpayers to log in the 
OW so I believe all logging should be eliminated All roadbuilding should be eliminated. All use of chemical 
pesticides, herbicides and defoliants should be eliminated We need wilderness to protect a heakhy forest 
ecosystem that Is dedicated to the protection of natural native biological diversdy. 

Letter 1% 

Letter 1363 

Letter 1386 

Letter 1458 

Letter 1546 

Letters 1561,x)55,362-3 
The plan should designate all 26 roadless areas as wilderness study areas and eliminate all logging on the OW 
Salvage sales, wlldlfe management and mineral extraction should also be eliminated in the existing roadless 
areas New road building and reconstruction musi be stopped and all off-road and unlicensed vehicle use 
eliminated Chemical pesticides and herbicides and defoliants should no longer be used Also, provide for 
reforeslation of forest ecosystems damaged by human activrties 

I think you should go wlth Alternative #3 

We urgeyouto adoptAlt 3ofthe draft lo-yr LRMPfcrtheGWNF Thisalt best promotesthe biologicaldiversdy 
and wilderness values 

I think Alternative #3 Is the best one because I don't want anyone to cut down our beautiful forest There might 
be a cure for a disease that just needs to be found 

I choose Atternatwe #3 because lhere would n d  be any burning allowed, It would n d  be made into any new 
roads, no acres for ANs, and will be no clearcutling allowed 

I have read about AH 3 and I would like to see this pian put into action I want logging to be eliminated in the 
GWNF I am forthe elimination of all chemical herbicides, pesticides. and defoliants now being used in this area 
Human intervention should be eliminated I would ltketo see the forest restored in places where rtwas damaged 
by human intervention 

Only Alternative 3 is based upon sound ecological principles Adopt Alternative #3 as the preferred Alternative 

I am In favor of Alt 3 This approach guarantees biological diversity and must be incorporated into the final plan 
It calls for the elimination of logging, new development, chemical pesticides, unlicensed vehicle use. as well 
as mineral extraction in roadless areas 

All 3 provides the type of approach that would protect the forest watersheds (as mandated in the establishing 
of NFs), and as a NF ecosystem contributing to the health and stabtldy of our region and, to some degree, the 
rest of the world Eliminate all new roadbuilding and reconstrucbon, so as not to fragment the remaining 
relatively undisturbed areas Eliminate salvage sales and all other logging in existing roadless areas, and 
designate all 26 roadless areas as wilderness study areas Eliminate ail use of chemical pesticides and 
herbicides and defoliants Provide for restoration of forest ecosystem damaged by human activlties AN 3 
provides for all these, so I'm urging that it be adopted 

Letter 1574 

Letter 1558 

Letter 1593 

Letter 1605 

Letter 1687 

Letter 1847 

Letter 1862 

Letter 1885 
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Lener 1896 I supporl Ai l  3 The proper role for the USFS as steward should take precedence over that of a facilitator of 
unsound, uneconomical and excessive exploitation of our forest resources 

Letters 1909.1910,2826.2987,3187,3188, 3189, 3190. 3191,3192.3193, 3194, 3195,3196,3197, 3198.3199, 32x4 3201,4092 
Aiternative #3 is the only alternative that views the forest from an ecological perspective Alternative #3 
provides the highesl protection for biological diversiiy, air qualiiy, water qualiiy, soil retention and poses the 
lowest risk of fire lt is also the only akernative that allows for 'primitive recreation' as an essential part of the 
total forest recreational soectrum Alternative #3 would have no effect on current Davmenis to counties in lieu 

Lener 191 3 

Letter 1971 

Letter 1987 

Loner I 998 

Letter mm 

Letter 2033 

Letter 2045 

Letter 2054 

Leners 2055,3620 

Lener 2056 

. .  
of taxes and would result in no change in either supply or demand for forest products or forestry-related lobs 
Akernative #3 has the lowest budget of all alternatives and is the only alternative which would eliminate 
taxpayer-subsidies for below-cost timber sales All 26 roadless areas should be recommended for wilderness 
study areas. 

I think Alternative #3 Is the best because we should let the land grow on its own and leave It alone. 

Eliminate all offroad and unlicensed vehicle use and eliminate timber harvesting. 

As Small business owners dependent upon tourism for much of our work and as members of a rural communiiy 
which looks to tourism for Its future economic development, we would like to recommend that you give serious 
consideration to proposed Alt 3 as the best approach for guiding the Mure mgt of this pnceless national 
treasure (OW) An 3 provides the highest levels of protection for biological diversiiy. air quallly, water quality, 
soil retention and fire safety These are the basic building blocks of our future welfare and prosperiiy. 

I urge you to adopt AH 3forthe loyear Land and Mgi Plan. Designate all 25 roadless areas as WSAs. Eliminate 
logging on the OW Eliminate wildlde 'mgt ' for all featured species wkh the exception of naturally occurring 
disturbances Eliminate all sahrage sales, wildlife mgl. and mineral exlraction in existing roadless areas 
Eliminate all new roadbuilding and construction Eliminate all use of chemical pesticides, herbicides, and 
defoliants Provide for restoration of forest ecosystems damaged by human activities Eliminate all off-road and 
unlicensed vehicle use 

We support Alternative 3 We have adopted a formal position opposing all logging and off-road vehicles in the 
public forests We urge you to consider suggestions of Virginians for Wilderness 

I do not favor any management plan forthe national forest which involves logging I prefer Alternative #3, which 
would eliminate wildlife management for all featured species with the exception of naturally occurring disturb- 
ances, in order to accomplish this. old growth forest would have to be protected and ecosystems restored. 

I would like to express my firm support for Alternative #3 In addition to having a very low budget, it is based 
on conservation blology and applied restoration ecology 

All 26 roadless areas should be designated as wilderness study areas Logging in the OW public lands should 
be eliminated. as should wildlife management, mineral extraction, and salvage sales In wilderness areas. 
Eliminate all road building and reconstruction, the use of chemical pesticides and herblcldes, and all off-road 
and unlioansed vehicle use 

Alternative #3 of the Plan provides for all of the listed suggestions 

Designate all 26 roadless areas as wilderness study areas 

eliminate all logging on the GW 

Salvage sales, minerals extraction and wildlife management should also be eliminated In the existing roadless 
areas 

New roadbuilding and reconstruction must be stopped and all off road and unlicensed vehicle use eliminated. 

Chemical pesticides and herbicides and defoliants should no longer be used 

LlmIt or eliminate commercial exploration of the forest by timber, mining, or other ecologically degrading 
Interests 
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Letter x)60 

Letter 2215 

Letter 2227 

Letter 2269 

Letter 2269 

Letter 2271 

Letter 2290 

Letter 23M) 

Letter 2340 

Letter 2363 

Letter 2460 

Letter 2551 

Letter 2617 

Letter 261 9 

Letter 2627 

Letter 2665 

The highest and best use of the George Washington National Forest would be to adopt a no action akernathre, 
allowing nature to reclaim the forest and, wlth few exceptions, allowing natural processes to continue unlmer- 
rupted. All clearcutting should be discontinued In a transdon phase. small group select on could be continued 
wllh the provision that no opening In the forest canopy exceed two lengths of mature tree height 

I urge you to adopt alternative [31, or at least incorporate Rs main thesls in the preferred alternative 

Anernatwe P3 should be incorporated into the final 

I urge adoption of Altarnative #3 

The approach of Alternative #3 1s essontial to a healthy forest ecosystem that Is really dedicated to protection 
of natural natwe blologlcal dlverslty. 

There needs to be LESS LOGGING. especially clearcun ng, which should notevon be used There needs to be 
fewer roads bulk: they are fregmonting the forest ecosystem There needs 10 be more wilderness sat aside. 
There needs to be a MORE ECOLOGICAL and LESS MTRACTIVE mgmt plan for the GWNF so that natural 
species heahh. ocourrenco, and survom can rake Drecedence over board feet I S U D D O ~ ~  and urae YOU also to 
support An 3 

I thlnk that the plan should be Alternative #3. 26 roadless areas designate as wilderness study areas If these 
arms are designated as such the amount of true wilderness will be at 4% The national average Is 17%. It seems 
that this land could be spared. Another thing that should be done IS  the elimination of logging In GWNF. If you 
are going to allow logging. make Some rulos which WII contro. run off into the streams No new roads should 
be built. All a road does, Is break the wdderness up F.nancially 'Altorna1,ve #3' is the cheapest. 

Alternative Three (3) is my preference, the living forest not doveioped, with lls superior air quallty, water 
conservation and pure water, multiplicity 01 native specios plant and animal, dlverslty of habltats needed by 
Innumerable creatures, constant oppotlunJy to protect rare, threatened and endangered species both flora and 
fauna, preservatlon of genet c reserves of micro organisms elsewhore being oestroyed lndiscrlmlnately, and 
continuing opportunjty for essential study of tne processes of natura un nterrupted by the actions of man. will 
far excoed In worth to human and all other Ide any major man-made development on the forest 

This letter 1s to reg.ster the support of the Alliance tor a Paving Moratornum for ailernatow X3. 

Please support Alternotue plan number 3, wh ch s vary far sighted We are vow concerned that the forest wdl 
be damaged by A N  s and loggers l twd be mll.zodfor shon-term and recreational ga.n without thought forthe 
future of the planet 

My husband and I are in favor of the Altarnative 3 of tho proposed management plan for the National Forest. 
In other words wo want no timbor haNeSt ng In the forest! 

I am for Alternative 3 I am against clear cuttmg. I am n d  sur0 I even like t,mbering on National Forest Lend. The 
roads are terrlblei 

Alternative 3 shout0 be adopted Too much timber wit ng In OUR Nmionat Forest has taken place already 

I favor Alternative plan 3 which calls for no timber harvestng, excopt for fuolwooa gathered by Individuals. 

I support Alternat.ve 3 [because] management guided by Altornatve 3 would 1) dim nate all olf.road and 
unlicensed vohicle use. 2) ellmlnate all below-cost timber sales, 3J reduce fragmentat,on by eliminating open- 
ings. 4) oliminate management in 'roadloss areas' and designate all 26 roanless areas as wildorness study 
areas; 5) eliminate all new roads, 6) elminate the use of chemical pesticidos and horbicides: 7) provide for the 
restoration of damaged ecosystems 

Alternot8ve #3 does a11 of those thngs sdch as, eliminate all off road and unlicensed veh:cle use, eliminate 
timber harvesting on tne OW. 01 minato wddlifo management for all foatured specles with the exception of 
naturally occurring disturbances. eliminate all salvage sales and wildlife management in existing roadless aieaa 
and designato all 26 roadless areas (IS w.lderness strdy area, elm "ate all now roadbuilding and reconstruction, 
eliminate all use of chemical pesticides and herb.c.des and defo. ants, provide lor restoration of forest ecosys- 
tems damaged by numan activit.os Aaopt Alternat ve #3 
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Letter 2740 

Letter 2757 

I want the selected akernative to be as close to Alternative 3 as possible 

I urge you to conslder Alternative X3 and the followlng recommendations. eliminate all off-road and unilcensed 
vehicle use: eliminate wildllfe management for all featured species wlth the exception of naturally occurring 
disturbances; eliminate all new road building and reconstructlon: provide for restoration of forest ecosystems 
damaged by human actlvlties, designate all existing roadless areas as wilderness study areas: eliminale all use 
of chemical pesticldes and herblcldes and defoliants: ellmlnate all sahrage sales, minlng and wlldllfe manage- 
ment In exlatlng roadless areas: eliminate commercial logging. 

An 3 of the proposed plan should be adopted 01 all the plans lt doesthe mostto retainthe Integrity of the forest 
whlch should be paramount in your plans Too much timber cutting in our NFs has already taken place. n must 
be stopped now1 

I support AH. 3. lt Is Important that the concepts presented in Alt 3 are Incorporated Into the final plan. 

Letter 2840 

Letter 2902 

Letters 3438,3439, 3440 
Alternative X3 will provide the strongest proteciion of blodlversdy, air, water and so11 quality. It also poses the 
lowest rlsk of fire 

Lener 3438,3439,3440 

Letters 3445,3448,3632 

Alternative X3 1s the economical and foreslghted choice 

We believe that Alternative X3 Provides the best framework from which an ecologlcally and economlcalb sound 
forest plan can be derived. 

Letter 3492 

Letter 3555 

Letter M16 

Letter 3628 

Letter 3655 

Letter 3837 

Letter 3903 

Letter 3981 

Letter 3987 

Letter 3989 

We are asking that alternative 3 be adopted. We would like to me a number of areas receive 'Wilderness' 
designation More unfragmented wlldlife habltat must be protected. We askthatthere be no new roads, and no 
new timber cuitlng Cutting that is done should be selective and not clear cuiting. Please do not increase access 
for all terrain vehicles. 

I encourage you to [choose] Alternative X3 We need more roadless areas and less clearouts. 

I support Ahnative X3 because It gwes the maxlmum proleciion for biological diversity, air and water qualty, 
and so11 retention. 

Alternative X3 Is clearly the best selectlon Try l o  see beyond the short range greed for 'resources' and the feds 
of contemporary recreational desires and understand that the forests need to be preselved in as large and 
undisturbed a condition as possible 

I urge you to support Alternative X3, whlch gives the maximum protection for biologlcal dlversdy, air &water 
qualty, & soil retention. 

Wlthout question, alt. 3 is the only acceptable choice It leads all alts in' net revenue, wilderness, visual qualdy, 
lowest soil erosion, lowest cost of Implementation, SPNM rec, unfragmented forest. habitat for shy, sensitive, 
T&E and interior-dependent species, old growth forest, water conservation and stream protection, lowest 
pollution end highest pollution abatement, beneflts to climate, preservation of evolutionary integrity, contribu- 
tion to planetary survival. I strongly encourage you l o  adopt all 3. 

My vote is Alternative X3 When all logging stops, road building ends, all mining and harvesting ceases, then 
the Forest will be able l o  recover from years and years of abuse 

An acceptable management plan must incorporate the precepts, provisions and direction offered by Alternative 
3 

Adopt Alternative 3 This plan meets the multlple-use concept and it is the only alternative that does not impair 
the productivity of the land, In accordance wlth the sustained yield concept 

I'm writlng to urge you to support and promote Alternative #3. Among the alternatives, It Is the only onethat has 
thoroughly considered conservation biology and applied restoration ecology and that includes migratory 
corridors 
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Letter 4040 I am in favor of Alt 3 Alt 3 actually has a plan for larger primltlve areas, forest interior protection, wildlde 
corridors, clean air, clean water, and the things we need The EIS &elf admltb that the amount of timber 
harvesting elimlnated is small Private landowners would benefit The lass could be toialiy offset 

I strongly urge you to adopt alternative #3 as the preferred plan in the '10Year Land and Resource Manage 
ment Plan for the George Washington National Forest' 

I strongly oppose more logging, for recreational activBes in the George Washingion National Forest - I vote for 
Alternative 31 

I urge you to pass Alternative 3 

We support Alternative 3 We have adopted aformal posltion opposing all logging and off-road vehicles in the 
public forests We urge you to consider suggestions of Virginians for Wilderness 

Alternative 3 was formulated to address issues and concerns about biodiversity, ecosystem management, 
conservation biology and landscape ecology lt is predicated on the assumption that the primary role of the 
George Washington National Forest should be to provide ecosystems not available on private land 

The philosophy of ecosystem management espoused by Alternative 3 is at odds wiih the agency ecosystem 
management policy The Forest Service does not manage ecosystems just for intrinsic ecosystem values They 
are managed for specdic purposes such as producing, restoring, or sustaining celtain ecological condltions, 
desired resource uses and products, vital environmental sewices and aesthetic. cultural or spiritual values 

Letter 4061 

Letter 4189 

Letter 421 1 

Letter 4250 

Response 

Letter 95 Number 12 more properly provides for multiple use and will give the USFS more freedom to practice their 
profession of managing this valuable national forest 

Letter 167 m h e  Board feels that Alternative 12 provides these goods and services and provides for balanced manage- 
ment of the resources on the George Washington National Forest with a positive impact to the economy, 
and the Board. supports Alternative 12 and requests that d be selected in the Final Plan as the Preferred 
Management Akernative. 

Alternative 12 is the best management plan for the wise utilization of these very valuable renewable resources 

I believe Alternative 12 is the best management direction for meeting the needs of a variety of interests I urge 
you to pattern your final plan after Alternative 12 

Letter 183 

Letter I86 

Letters193,194,195,196,197,198,199,200.201,202,203,204,205,206,207,208.209,210,211,212,213,214,215,216,217,218, 
219,ZQ, 221, p2 223,224,225,226~227~228~229~230,231~232,233~234~ 235,236,237,238,239,240,241,242,243,244,245, 
246,247,248, 249,250, 251, 252,253,254,255,256,257,258,259, 2W, 261,262,263,264, 265, 266,267,268,269,270,271,272, 
273,274,275,276,277,297,298,299,3w, 301,302,303, 304, 305,306,307, 308, 309,310,311, 312,313,314,315,316,317,318, 
319,320,321,322,330,331,332,333,334,335,336,337,338,339.340,341,342,343,344,345,346,347,348,380,447,448,449, 
450,451,452,453,454, 455, 456,457, 458,459,460,461,462,493,5M), 570,571,572,573,574,575,576,577,578,579,580, 581, 
582,583,584,585,586,587,588,589,590,591,592,593,594,595,596,597,596,599, 601,W2,603,605,606, W7, a, 609,610, 
611, 612,613, 614,615, 616, 617,618, 619, 620,621,622,623,624, 625,626,627, 628,629,711,713,714,721,739,740,776,777, 
779,7W,783,784,7@5,786,787,788,789,790,791,792,793,794.796,917,918,919,920.9TI. 1006,1007,1008, IM, 1011,1013, 
101 4,1016,1017, I01 9,1110,111 1,1112,1113,1114,1126,1127,t 199,1200,1201,1254,1295,1358,1375,1390,1391,13~, 1422, 
1423,1518.1519,1534,1535,1536,1537,1538.1548,1~8.1681,1690,1932,1933,2139,2140,2141,2142,2590,2391,3065,3271, 
3272,2373,2374,2375, 3559,3682, 3757, 37653913,3925,4072 

Alternative 12 adequately provides for all multiple-uses, and therefore is the alternative I support 

We should use our National Forest, not lock them away so they are of no use except for recreational purposes 
Alternative 12 provides for multiple uses which I support 

Alternative 12 'provides a full range of goods end services 

Letter 288 

Letter 325 

Letters 349, 350, 351, 352, 353 
I would prefer to see Alternative 12 because it would be more beneficial for everyone concerned in the lumber 
industry 
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Letter 369 Under An 12, 42% of the Forest is suitable for limber production, 60% is managed for wildlde, and 83% 18 

available for gypsy moth treatment 

Alternative 12 not only protects wildllfe and recreation, It also allows afair timber harvest 

I support Aiternative 12 because It is a well-balanced, multiple-use alternative 

Letter 373 

Letter 382 

Letters 327,328,388,3@9,390,391,392,393,394,395,396,397,398.399.4W, 401,402.403,404.405,406,407.408.409.410,411, 
412,413,414,415,416,417,418,419,420,421,422,423,424,425,426,474,475,476,477,478,479,480,481, 482,483,484,588, 
604,630,631,632,633,634,635,636,637,638,639,640,641,642,643,644,645,646,647,648, 649,650,651,652,653,654,655, 
656,657,658,659, W J ,  661,662,663,664, 665,666,667,668,669,670,671,672,673,674,675,676,677,676,679. W, 681,682, 
683,664, 685,686,687,688,689,690,~1,692,693,694,695,696,697.698,699,7M), 701,702,703,801,802,803,804,805,806, 
807,808,809,810,811,812,813,814,615,616.817,818.819,820, 821,822,823, 824,825,826,827,828,829,830,831,632,833, 
e34,835,636.637.838,639,840,841,642.843,894.895,896,897,898,899,900,901,902,903,904,w5,906,907,908,909,910, 
911,912,913,914,1020,1021,1022,1023,1024,1025,1026,1027,1028,1029,1030,1031,1032,1033,1034,1035,1036,1037,1036, 
1039,1040,1041,1042.1043.1 1 15.1 1 16,l 117,1118,1119,1120.1 121,1122,1123,1124,1175,1176,1177,1178,1179,1180,1161, 
1182,1228,1229,1230,1231.1232,1233,1234,1235,1236,1235,1236,1237.t238,1239,1240,1241,1242,1243,1244,1245,1246. 
1247,1248~1393~1394~1395,1396~1397~1398~1507,1508,150~1510~1511~1512,1513,1514~1515,1516,1517,1717~1716~1719, 
1720, 1721,1722,1945,1946,t947,1948,1949.1950.1951,1952,2069,M70,2071.2072,2073,2074,2075,2076,2077,2078,2392, 
2393,2394,2395,2396.2397,2398,2399,2763,3059,3oM), 3061,3062,3063,3064,3120,3121,3122,3123,3124,3125,3126,3127, 
3128. 3129, 3130, 3131, 3132, 3133, 3134, 3135, 3136, 3137, 3138. 3139, 3140, 3141, 3142, 3143, 3144, 3145, 3186, 4067, 4070 

A high level of timber production from the GWNF, based on sound. scientific forest management, 1s in the best 
interest of all the people The George Washington National Forest is capable of perpetually producing many 
times the amount of wood products suggested in Alternative 12, while at the same time adequately providing 
for taking good care of wildlife, aesthetics, soils, and all other uses 

I want you to pick plan 12 It will be best for timber and people 

I support Alternative #I2 Because of Its wide range, It would be better for the Industry 

I would like to state my support for Alt 12 since it appears to provide the greatest benefits to the most people 

Alternative #I2 will strike even balance with economy and the environment 

Alternative #I2 provides for true multiple use Alternative #I2 provides a balance beiween recreation, wilder- 
ness, limber harvesting, wildlife management, mineral resources and range, whereas Alternative #8 Is largely 
a single use plan providing for vast areas of wilderness Alternative #I2 would benefit large numbers of people 
in many different areas, where Alternativo #8 would meet the needs of only a few 

I'm in favor of Alternative 12 because I think it provides for better uses and therefore I support this alternative 
We should develop and renew our natural resources so I believe Alternative 12 does a better job, not 8. 

To give a balanced benefit to our citizenry, I am in favor of Alternative 12. 

This letter is wrmen to express my support for An 12 R is inconceivable in my judgment to restrictthe harvesting 
of Ire86 that provide jobs and In so doing condemn those trees to the ravages of age, decay, and the gypsy 
moth This should, it would seem. certainly be a consideration in an area where the growth rate far exceeds the 
current cut rate This policy will surely subject the forest lo greater risk of fire and further waste a valuable 
resource 

I believe the best plan to be Ah 12 This plan provides a workable program suited for multiple uses while An. 
8 does not suit the needs of the people 

I support Ai l  12 AR 12 provides adequate uses in the GWNF 

Letter 429 

Letter 439 

Letter 499 

Letter 50 

Letter 521 

Letter 706 

Letter 710 

Letter 712 

Letter 71 5 

Letter 716 

Letter 717,2323 
I am compelled to write and show support of Alt 12. I feel it will provide for the needs of the people within our 
community, whereas Alt 8 will not 
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LelIer 7 m  An. 12 provides for all multiple purposes and serves the people's needs bener than AH 8 The main reason I 
support AH 12 and not AH 8 is because, as a company we should encourage the development and poshive use 
of our Natural Resources 

AN. 12 adequately provides for all multiple uses, and therefore 1s the ah I support We should be encouraging 
the development and wise use of our renewable natural rasources. not the revarse 

I support Alt 12 as a forest mgi plan Multiple usage is bener served wlth this an. AH 12 is bener sulted for mgi 
than is aR 8. 

Letter 726 

Lener 727 

Leners 745.754,1650,1855,2%?, 2829,2M0,2213 
I support Anernatwe 12 because ii provides for multiple uses 

Lener 746 

Lenar 750 

Lener 764 

Letter 860 

Latter 861 

Lener 861 

Letter 865 

Letter 880 

Letter 936 

Lener 937 

Lener 941 

Letter 942 

Akernative 12 would be best for the overall general public 

Akernative 12 should be chosen AHernative 12 provldes for a more efficient and equltable plan of managing 
the forest based on multiple use principles 

We support AH 12 which we feel allows an adequate amount of timber cutting and supports designated 
wilderness and recreational use 

Alt 12 is one such alt which would benefn our society far more than the draft plan, both now and in the future 

The alternatives for management represent a wide view of ideas, butto manage a National Forest the way iiwas 
intended and to Incorporate the wise use of all the disciplines in the Forest, Alternative 12 comes the closest 

I believe AH. 12 offers the best choice for the competing interests in how our resources are best used 

Mgi AH 12 seems to be a more wise and balanced approach toward resource allocation 

k is my belief that of the alts suggested, Alt 12 represents by far the best and most reasonable method of 
maintaining a balance of forest consewation, usage and of obtaining the most benefits for the cltizens of the 
area as a whole 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ROCKBRIDGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, that a 
request is made to the appropriate representatives to reconsider the management aiternative selected and 
choose another anernatwe that, provides a full range of goods and services including limber, Recreation, 
Minerals, Wilderness, Range and Wildlife Habitat The Board believes Alternative 12 provides these goods and 
services, and does support Alternative 12 with the condition that no more than one thousand (1 ,wO) acres of 
the George Washingion National Forest be clearcut 

AHhough these wrltings are directed toward the Monongahela National Forest, they certainly are a philosophy 
that should apply to management of the GWNF and the support of Alternative #12 On the Monongahela we 
havesetasidealmostfi~percentoftheforestforaither notimber haNastorforlittletimberhaNest .AsaresuH. 
the amount of sunlight is insufficient for most of our valuable tree species to thrive This also applies to most 
of the shrubs, flowering plants and other vegetation The result  is a decline in both consumptfve and 
non-consumptive usage of our forests In essence, we should not make decisions affecting our forests that 
drastically limit the forest's potential to provide the many bwnefits of which ii hasthw capabiltiy of furnishing We 
should make decisions that maximize all of the uses of the forest 

I write to urge in the strongesi possible terms the adoption of Alt 12 of the draft of the revised mgi plan of the 
GWNF AH 12 meets every crlterion for good stewardship of the forest lt allows for wilderness and wildlife 
values, It allows for recreational uses, the harvest of timber and protection of the timber from excessive damage 
from the gypsy moth The concept of multiple use mgmt is embodied in AH 12 and is, in my view, the ONLY 
mgi conoept acceptable to a diverse democratic society 

I agree with the FS preferring AIL 12 because It more nearly provides the full range of sewices including timber. 
wildlife. recreation, wilderness 
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Letter 969 

Letter 1058 

Letter 1079 

Letter 1093 

Letter 1095 

Letter 1036 

I support An 12 as the best an to support the needs of all the people 

Alternative 12 Is the munlple use plan that satisfies the demands of the most forest users. 

I firmly believe that An 12 provides for the best overall use of our renewable natural resources 

No 12 Ah. seems to be the best for the most people 

An 12 is the best an to allow the development and wise use of our renewable natural resources 

Anernatwe #12 reflew the present and future needs and uses of the forest much more than the chosen 
Anernatwe. 

Letters 1 142,3745,3898 
I belleve Alternatwe 12 is a proper direction for the Forest Service to take The summary says this Is a 'Multiple 
Use' alternative Isn't this your mandated objectwe? Cut 50mmbf and we'll all benefd 

I recommend that you use Altematlve 12, it bothers me to see Nmber pmduchon removed from our Naitonal 
Forests. Our National Forests should be working forests which provide a full range of benefe 

Letter 1147 

Letters 1279, 1060 
Ah 12 provides afull range of goods and SeNICBS including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range and 
wildlde habitat 

Letters 1280,1284,1345, t559,1631,1827,1874,1893,1897,1898,1899,19w, 1901,2470,2482,2518,3684 
I believe that National Forests should be managedfor muitiple use to beneflt all citizens, and, therefore, support 
AR 12 

The uitimate consideration has to be the protection and nurturing of the resource This can best be accom- 
plished by allowing multiple uses of the Forest The more users you have, the more support the NF will have 
If wise use of renewable resources is not allowed, you will eliminate the need of the users of these resources 
to protect and nurture their interests An 12 adequately provides for multiple uses and therefore 1s the one I 
support. 

We support Akernative 12 and the use of clearcutting as a silvicuiiural tool to provide future generations high 
quality forest siands. Our national forests need to be managed in ways that are consistent wdh the conservation 
ethic ofthe greatestgoodforthegreatest numberforthe longestperiod oftime Akernative 12 Is the best means 
of accomplishing this goal 

Alternative 12 best suds the demand on both sides of the fence 

Alternative 12 better meets muniple-use objectives [than AR 81 

An 12 provides for all multiple uses and at the same time protects our future, both from an economical and 
recreational standpoint We firmly support Al l  12 

I strongly urge you io implement An 12 which provides for multi-use of the forest and forest products 

I support AR 12 because I feel that our NF's should be managed for multiple use 

I recommend the FS reconsider ds approach and adopt AR 12 instead A l l  12 is more consistent with the 
muntple use forest concept 

As a concerned sportsman and timber harvester I would like to express my support for proposed mgi plan 12, 
as I feel this will beneflt all citizens who use our NF 

Letter 1282 

Letter 1298 

Leiter 13W 

Leiter 1304 

Letter 1309 

Letter 1312 

Letter I332 

Letter 1339 

Letter 1340 
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Letter 1347 

Letter 1348 

Letter 1351 

I support A k  12 plan, which will beneflt all cltizens and wildlife alike 

I believe Alt 12 would help more people and businesses 

Ail 12 would be a more ComprehensNe and constructwe approach l o  mgt for the mutual b e n d  of the forest, 
wildltfe and reo, and should be managed for multiple use and bendlt of all cmzens 

lsupportafinai plan patterned aiteralt 12 Timber harvestingmakesaposnlvecontnbutiontotheotherequal~ 
valid uses of the forest Good forestry values the muiliplsuse concept wherein timber harvesting assl& In the 
creation of wildlife habltat dispersed and concentrated recreaUon and biological dNerskf. 

A h  12 is the best balanced ail for all forest users. 

I recommend An 12 as the best means to provide a balanced approach to all multiple use needs of the GWNF. 
Ail 12 Is capable of producing major commodrty outputs at a higher level than A k  8. It has a workable ASCI of 
50 million board feet, which is not extreme and does not exceed the Forest's long-term sustained yield. 

Letter 1352 

Letter 1366 

Letter is69 

Letters 1371, 3994 

Letter 1409 

Letter 141 I 

Letter 1421 

Letter 1455 

Letter 1463 

Letter 1563 

Letter 1571 

Letter 1619 

Letter 1640 

Letter 1647 

Letter 1658 

Letier 1665 

Letter I 676 

Letter 1797 

A k  12 provides a full range of goods and service including Umber, recreation, mineral. wildernes, range and 
wildltfe habttat That is the all mgt plan that most people would support. 

Ail. 12 would allow the best mgt ofthe forest This pian is better sultedtoward a muillple u88 plan which 1s good 
for the economy. Too much land Is already tied up Please use Ail 12 

Please use Alt 12 Alt I2 looks like the best option for multiple uses suoh as recreation, wildlife and timber. 

There has been enough land and timber for everyone That is the reason I am for A h  12 

I believe the GWNF can beneflt more from An 12, including timber and rec lands and wildlife 

To promote multiple use on the GWNF use Ail 12 

I support Ail 12 AR 12 best reflects the desires and needs of all of us 

I support A k  12 Our NF's should be managed for muitipie use. 

I do believe that AR. 12 would provide a very large range of S~NICBS Including timber, reo, minerals, wilderness, 
range and wildltfa You have my support 1W% 

I strongly favor Alt 12 I feel this has the best chance of providing the best mix of benefits to the local communkf 
and to society as a whole. 

I support An 12 so that everyone can beneflt from the many things that the National Forests have to offer now 
and In the future 

I find only Alt 12 to be providing a truly muiliplsuse perspective AR 12 appears to achieve the necessary 
balance of providing oppodunties for the uses of the forest resources while protecting the soil, water, t"er 
and overall aesthetics of the mgmt. areas. 

I prefer Ah 12 Ah 12will provide more uses and services. such as wildlife habltai and range, wllderness areas, 
recreation, and also control timber and mineral harvests 

I prefer 'Ail 12' because il provides a better 'Multiple Use' mgt plan 

I ask that you change your preferred alternative to one more in line with multiple-use concepts, specifically 
Alternative 12 
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Letter 1- 

Letter 1815 

Lener 1819 

Please continue to manage our National Forests for multiple use, and consider supporting Alternative #12 

tl Is my feelings that proposal An 12 - providing muniple use would beneflt the cltizens of VA & WV greatly 

I agree wlth A k  12 85 opposed to the less desirable A k  8. Ab, 12 'Provides a full range of goods and services 
Including timber, recreation, mlnerals, wilderness. range. and wildlife habitat' If our forests are golng to best 
serve all of the people, they should be conserved rather than preserved Wlth sound, sclentlfic forest mgl they 
should be allowed to provlde the produots that best meet the needs and interests of all the people 

I encourage you to adopt Alt 12 for multiple use and to provide for a full range of services such as timber, 
recreation. minerals, wilderness, range and wlldlde habltat. 

I hope that you wll support Alternative 12 and provlde the full range of services, [including] good wildllfe 
habitat. 

Alternative 12 would be the best choice to make because It is a management plan for mulhplsuse to benefii 
all c~iirens, and provide wiidlde habitat for the animals 

LeUer 1821 

Letter 1826 

Letter 1828 

LaUers lm, l-, 2024,2566,2841,3617,3722 
Support Alternative 12 which provides a full range of goods and services including Timber. Recreation. 
Minerals, Wilderness, Range and Wildlde habitat 

Lener 1830 

Letter 1832 

Letter 1848 

Letter 1851 

Letter 1857 

Letter 1858 

Letter 1880 

Lener 1914 

LeIier 1983 

LeIier 1990 

Letter 2034 

Letter M37 

Our NF should be managed for multiple use to beneflt us all I support the An 12 Plan. 

Ah. 12 appean to be a much wiser choice in that It mamtains the concept of providing a full range of goods and 
services These ObjectNeS seem to beneflt a much broader range of the taxpaying public A high level of limber 
production from the GWNF, based on sound, scientlfic forest mgl , is in the best interest of all the people 

Anernalive #12 is by far a more viable pian under which to operate the public mandate The dedication of 
acreage to the speclfied diversty of land uses, In this alternative plan, are vastly more prOdUctNe than of the 
other alternatives 

i support An 12 which contains a healthy mix of programs which will benefrt all 

I support An. 12 as il comes closest to fulfilling the mission of the USFS 

Choose Akernative 12 today so we can reap the benefits of sound multiple-use management practices In the 
future 

[I] support 'Alternative # I T  which provides a fair, and balanced approach to managing the forest 

I support An 12 because It meets the demand for future wood products With the approaching gypsy moth, I am 
In favor of salvaging as much timber as possible We meed the higher timber quantty to meet this goal. 

Anernalive 12 provides the bestsolution both economically and environmentally forthe continuance of Multiple- 
Use Sustained Yield Forest Management practices 

Alleghany County fully supports Ahnative Management Plan 12 Alternative 12 gives the best level of multi- 
purpose use of our National Forest resources Not only does It promote jobs and economic development as far 
as the timber and paper Industries are concerned, but it promotes recreation, wildlife and other outdoor 
aciivities which ere so important to our overall economy and quality of llfe in this region. 

I favor Alt 12 R serves the forest well lt selves the people of the nation and western VA well 

I support Alternative 12 as the 'Preferred' Alternative Consideration should be given to providing the wldest 
range of goads and services to meet the demands of the public without harming the resource. n should reflect 
the renewability of the resources such as timber and wildlife The alternative should protect the forest from 
Insects and disease I believe that Alternative 12 best fits these crlteria 
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Letter 2051 

Lener 2065 

Lener 2t 66 

Letter 2175 

Letter 2176 

Laem 2191,2496 

Letter 2192 

Leners 2914, 2199 

Letter 2219 

Letter 2225 

Leners 2228, 2923 

Lener 2278 

Letter 2306 

Letter 2309 

Letter 2314 

Leners 2316,2620 

Letter 2323 

Letter 2324 

Letter 2330 

Letter 2387 

[I] support Alternative #I2 which will provide multiple use to beneflt all cltizens 

Our national forests should be managed for multiple use to benefrt all cltizens, both today and Into the future, 
and therefore [I] support Alternative 12 

You are only harvesting 38 mmbf now, and the forest continues to age til lt is overmature Looks like you would 
want to hawest more not less A cut of 53 million seems reasonable. Al l  12 would be the Ideal choice ll would 
be good for the timber and the timber lndustty 

I am in favor of Alt 12 lt represents more realistic multiple use and sustainable timber harvest levels. 

I am In favor of Alt 12 Ai l  12 provides for true multiple use and serves the needs of the people 

Alt 12 is the multiple use plan that satisfies the demands of the most forest users Alt 12 better manages our 
resources. 

I say let's use the renewable resources to ensure their future presence I support all 12 -the multiple use an 

Alternative 12 isthe best of the listed alternatives It comes up short in hawestvolume and should call fortreatlng 
all gypsy moth areas, not just those suggested lt comes closest to multiple-use management and should be 
the preferred alternative 

While not perfect, AR 12 is a more desirable plan It appears to provide the most to a greater variety of users 
of these public lands 

I prder Al l  12, instead tt is the multiple use ait and does the mod good for the most people 

Alternative #I2 is a much more balanced and fair approach to managing the forest, rt benefns more people and 
still protects the environment 

We should get back to using the forest for what a forest is intended far and that Is to be harvested in a correct 
manner Let's get wlth It on Alt 12 

Closely meets the multiple-use mandate of national forests and more economically viable 

Alternative #I2 seems to present a more balanced approach Implementing the muhiplbuse concept and 
maximizing net public beneflt 

I hope that you will adopt Alternative 12 which provides for true Multiple.Use plan so the greatest number of our 
cNzens can enloy these resources 

Altematwe 12 will go further toward providing a full range of goods and sewices including timber, recreation, 
minerals, wilderness. range and wildlife habrtat 

The Alternative 12 plan considers the entire forest communriles well being Many people are working diligently 
and successfully with these forests and must be considered an Integral part of any management plan Let the 
foresters do what they do best, manage the forest for its maximum, continuous productivity 

I urge you to adopt Alternative 12 which would provide a full range of multiple use opportunlties forthe beneflt 
of all citizens 

I support Alternative #12 as a management plan for the George Washington National Forest Although It is not 
perfect, it does permlt a wide variety of uses for this land, plus a decent habrtat for the wildlde 

Reconsider the management alternatwe selected and choose another alternative that provldea a full range of 
goods and SeNiCeS including Timber, Recreation, Minerals, Wilderness. Range and Wildllfe Habltat The 
rown]  Council believas Alternative 12 providesthesa goods and sewices, and doessupport Alternahve 12 wlth 
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Letter 2388 

Letter 2488 

Letter 2504 

Letter 2528 

Letter 2539 

Letter 2542 

Letter 2561 

Letter 2581 

Letter 2 ~ ) 8  

Letter 2629 

Letter 2634 

Letter 2635 

Letter 2662 

Letter 2682 

Letter 2686 

Letter 2718 

Letter 2731 

the conditions that no more than one thousand acres of the George Washington National Forest be clear cui, 
and that the number of acres available for all terrain vehicle development remain as Is and not be Increased. 

Alternative 12 Is aworkable multiple use plan whlch better relleoisthe goals and objective of our National Forest 
system Under Alternative 12, we can better manage the QWNF for all natural resources including timber, water, 
wildlne, fish, solls, and the list goes on 

I believe that Alternative 12 is the choice It provides a full range of goods and sewice8 Including timber 

I believe If you look at Ahemaiive 12 mcre carefully. you wll find It will also more closely meetthe obje&e of 
mavlmlzing public beneflts and provides a balanced multiple-use approach This approach will (by law) well 
furnish a continuous supply of timber and be a lot closer to meeting the multipleuse scheme of consewailon. 
not preservation I hope that you will consider Alternative 12 for your new management plan 

I fancy plan #I2 It is much more balanced and a fair approach to manage the forest. 

I support Alternative 12 because h more closely meetsthe multiple-use mandate of national forests and lt Is more 
economical& viable 

Evetything possible should be done to prevent and suppress uncontrolled fires and damaging Insects and 
disease The forest can provide lumber, pulpwood, fuel and wood while at the same time providing all of the 
other multiple uses without degrading the environment For these reasons and the reasons that follow we 
endorse a modified version of Alternative 12 

Alternative 12 provides for a cooperative effort between the Forest Service and the wood lndustty that would 
meet the goal of management of one of our best natural assets wood I support AHernative X12. 

Adopt Alternative 12 This alternative comes closer to meeting the needs of all users 

We believe that Alternative 12 presents the best balanced approach to Implementing a true multiple-use 
concept and provides a full range of forest uses Including wilderness. wildlife habitat, recreation and timber 
management. 

I KNOW ALTERNATIVE TWELVE Is the best ahernative available. lt offers, by far, the best balance to all 
considered, keeping in mind the reason for our National Forests is multiple use. 

Since Alternative 12 appears to more closely parallel to what I believe to be the Congressional Intention under 
the Multiple-Use SustainedYield Act, as ataxpayer and as an elected member cftheVirginiaGenera1 Assembly, 
I strongly support Alternative 12. 

I join many of my constituents in proposing that your planning team reconslder Its preferred alternative. 
Alternative 12, while certainly not a perfect choice. provides a reasonable basis for developing the plan whlch 
will establish the direction for the George Washington h has broad support among numerous interests who ere 
wllilng to work together for a heanhy and productive forest that will meet the needs and desires of generations 
of Americans - present and future 

Alternative 12 will provide a well-balanced muniple use approach. 

I support Ai l  12 because it seems to provide the best mix of goods and services to all concerned. lt provides 
for timber hawesting as well as other uses such as' recreation, wildlde, minerals, range, and wilderness If we 
we to practice good forest stewardship, we must USE our renewable nature1 resources and not let them go to 
waste1 When timber haNesting is carried out in the proper manner, it not only creates jobs and boosts the 
economy but renews the forest, creating biological diversity that is desirable for both recreation and wlldlde. 

Alternative 12 is the multiple-use plan that satisfies the demands of the forest resources 

I believe Alternative 12 is a proper direction for the Forest Service to take This Is a 'MuHiple Use' alternative 
Cui 50 mmbf and we'll all beneflt. 

The forests can be better managed through timber harvesting [with Alternative 121 This Is a tool that we need 
to use in order to have a more productive forest 
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Letter 2743 

Letter 2744 

Letter 2745 

Lder 2828 

Letter 2833 

Letter 2870 

Letter 2893 

Letter 2893 

Lener 2897 

Letter 2898 

Letter 2898 

Letter 2903 

Letter 2919 

Suppolt Alt 12 Our NF should be managed for multiple use 

I believe that of the 13 a b  presented, Alt 12 is the one that should be adopted A mgi plan should encompass 
all uses of the forest, including wildlife, recreation, watershed protection, and limber production 

Our NFs should be managed for multlple use to benefd all ctkens, and for future generations to come 
Therefore, I suppori ail 12 

I suppori Akernatwe 12for the management of theGeorge Washlngton National Forest k best seweethe needs 
of everyone. The ultimate goal is to use a plan to benefrt the majoriiy of people, wildllfe and natural resources. 

I suppolt Alternative 12 Ahernatwe 12 will facilrtaie and benefit recreation, wildlife habrtat, watershed manage- 
menl and timber production 

[Alternative 121 emphasizes timber cutting, the gypsy moth, wildlife, the local economy and the best for our 
forest Please suppolt Alternative 12 

Alternative 12 provides a better mukiple-use resource balance for job oppoltunrties and public use benefk. 

[I] hope that Alternative 12 will be adopted to reaffirm the mukiplsuse manegement stewardship mendetes for 
national forests wlth timber production as a primary purpose, as opposed to national park administrative 
scenarios which emphasize recreational use 

We wish to advise that we have reviewed the Draft Management Plan proposed for the George Washington 
National Forest and would urge that Alternative 12 be adopted lt is our opinion that Alternative 12 would best 
S B N B  the needs of our area 

Alternative #12 wlth only sllgM modifications, may be the most likely to satisfy the wide diversiiy of opinions 

The alternative that best meets the environmental, economic, timber and other resource concerns appears to 
be Alternative #12, which emphasizes all of these multipla-uses I urge you to strongly canslder the lmplementa- 
lion of Alternative #12 for the long-term benefit of the area, not just short-term polltical gain 

I suppolt and urge you to adopt Anernahve 12, which gwes fairer representation to the motonzed trail user 
commundy and which also represents economically a better plan for the people living in and around the forest 

Alternative 12 provides the best mix of goods and S~NICBS to the taxpayers who own the resource, and the 
industries affected by Its management which provides lobs and economic activiiy 

Letters 3423, 3424 
To balance the management of the forest for a muHiple-use forest 

We support Alternative 12 Alternative 12 best meets the mandate for multiple use management 

Review Alternative 12 more closely and implemeni II in place of Ahernatwe 8 

Letter 3505 

Letter 3% 

Letters 3573,3574,3575 
Alternative 12 is the best of the listed alternatives It comes closest lo  multiple-use management and should be 
the preferred alternative 

Letters 3580,3581,3582 
Alternative 12 is a proper direction for the Forest Se~ ice  Cut 50 mmbf and we'll all beneflt 

I believe that Alternative 12 presents a much more balanced approach to management of the forest 

Our National Forest should be used for the benefrt of the greatest number of people without diminishing the 
integriiy of the Forest Alternative 12 does this by adding to the options for larger number of users 

Letter 3610 

Letter 3621 
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Letter 3 ~ 6  

Letter 3~)9 

Letter 3706 

Letter 3729 

Letter 3730 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3755 

Lener 3758 

Letter 3773 

Letter 3781 

Letter 3793 

Letter 3805 

Letter 3814 

Lener 3815 

Letter 3842 

I believe Alternative 12 will be the most beneficial overall for the public. business, and wiidllfe sectors 

I cast my vote In this polltical process for the multiple use of the Forest and for Alternative 12 (those darn ATV's 
and ORV's excepted!) 

I support Anernalive 12 Alternative 12 best provides for multiple-use management which will benefit the majorlty 
of the public n is important that the George Washington continue 10 provide a full range of oppotiunities 
including timber harvesting, recreation. and wildlife management In addition, Alternative 12 will continue to 
provide for local employment 

An 12 is the best balanced plan and comes closest to responding to national needs, though I would place a 
greater acreage of the land sultable for limber under mgt for timber production 

Anernative #12 seems lo  present a more balanced approach n 'Provides a full range of goods and services 
including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range, and wildllfe habitat ' 

We recommend the adoption of Alternative 12, which best matches the needs of the region as well as society 

A better balanced pian would be Al l  12. even though I have reservations about the small percentage of the 
GWNF that would be managed for timber 

Reconsider the management alternative selected and choose another alternative that provides a full range of 
goods and sewices including limber, recreation. wilderness and wildlife habitat The Augusta County Board of 
Supervisors suppotis Alternative 12 with modifications to include the expansion and improvement of developed 
recreational facilities throughout the Forest including those at Sherando Lake. Todd Lake, and Braley Pond In 
addltion, the Board requests consideration be given to limiting the use of clearcutting in areas where such a 
practice would be visually displeasing to area residents, as well as tourists 

Anernative 12 best suits the needs of everyone, including both the lumber industry and the public In general 

I support Alternative 12 because timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness. range and wildllfe habitat would be 
managed by the National Forest Service 

Support Alt. 12 which is a much more realistic approach to good stewardship 

We believe that All 12 more clearly meets the multiple-use concept for forest mgt 

Alternative 12 does a much better job at managing the forest under multiple-use 

I think Alternative 12 provides a much better muniple-use of the forest for all users involved 

An 12 provides a much more balanced approach to the use of our NFs I am in favor of a plan to conserve our 
NFs, but I am not in favor of plans which would turn our NFs into parks The forest is capable of perpetually 
producing many times the amount of wood products suggested in AH 12, while at the same time providing for 
taking good care of wildlife, aesthetics, soils. and all other uses 

Letters 3 8 ~ ) ,  3865 
Of all the alternatives suggested in the draft revisions, Alternative 12 is the one which comes the closest to 
maximizing the potential of the Forest and deserves support from all concerned 

I urge the use of Alternative 12 over Alternative 8 because it more closely followsthe multiple use approach of 
forest management that was originally intended for the National Forest woodlands Alternative 12 provides a 
more balanced management approach while Alternative 8 follows a single use approach that conflicts with the 
principles governing the management of the National Forests 

Letter 3912 

Letters 3917,3950 
I support a plan based on Alternative 12, not Alternative 8 Alternative 12 Is a more balanced approach to 
managing the resources of the George Washington National Forest 
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Letter 3926 

Letter 3951 

Letter 3955 

Letter 3968 

I support Alternative 12 Alternative 12 supplies the demands of the forest resources of the OW National Forest 

Alternative 12 is the best munipleuse alternative Even It should have some moddications. 

The best balance of all of the uses is Alt 12 

I would emphasize Alternative 12, since It makes the forest more accessible it could beialloredto provide good 
economical potential along wlth providing the needs and deslres of the people 

Anernalive 12 sum me and my family better We hunt, fish, and hike on the forest and feel this anernatwe would 
bettar meet our needs as well as those local people who live in and around the Forest 

I support Alternative 12 There are so many beautdul acres of wilderness forthe animals for all sorts to roam and 
thrive I don't want to see that destroyed 

I feel the adoption of Alternative 12 would provide more opportunlties for the communities and increase the 
benefits for all cmzens I support the adoption of Alternatwe 12 

Alt 12 would best address the needs of the people of VA. WV, and the Nation 

Alt 12 embodies a feasible and responsible mgt plan and I support It Alt 12 provides forest produds for use 
by man and is responsive to the habitat needs of native species 

We feel that Management Alternative #12 is best for a multiple use forest for all to enjoy 

Aiternative 12 provides the best means to manage the George Washington National Forest according to 
multiple-use, allowing managed use of its resources while conserving them for the future 

Letter 3974 

Letter 3990 

Letter 3991 

Letter 401 1 

Letter 4016 

Letter 4036 

Letter 4060 

Letten 4064,4065 
I feel that the most people benefit for multiple use than any other Land management strategy That's why I like 
Alternative 12. 

I believe that an alternative which addresses muniple use in a much more comprehensive manner can be 
developed Alternative 12 is one such alternative which would beneflt our socieh, far more than the drafl plan, 
both now and in the future 

I believe in a well managed balanced use of the national forest like An #12. 

I believe there can be a wellmanaged multiple-use for these forests like Al l  #12. 

I support multiple use of national forests and would be thankful for your consideration on An. #12. 

I encourage you to support Alternative 12 It best serves the multiple-use concept 

We favor Plan Alternative #12. n is a much more balanced and fair approach lt benefits more people. including 
A N  riders, hunters, local economies - it creates more jobs 

The Forest Service IS moving away from the concept that the National Forests need to be managed based 
primarily on maximizing certain natural resource produds This concept is being replaced wlth the realization 
that National Forest must be managed scientifically to best achieve the goals. obleotives and future conditions 
desired by the American people 

The Forest Service is finding that people need and want awider variety of uses, values, products and condltions 
from the Forest than in the past Not everyone agrees that the agency should provide for all of these needs and 
wants The amount of 'development and wise use' of the renewable resources on the Forest must be balanced 
against the needs and values which are foregone wlth such development 

Anernalive 12 provides a mixture of goods and services based on the traditional concept of muniple use 
management In particular, timber management. motorized recreation use and providing habnat for early 
successional wildlde species are emphasized more than in the Forest Service preferred alternative 

Letter 4071 

Letter 4180 

Letter 41 81 

Letter 4223 

Letter 4252 

Letter 4263 

Response 
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In the record of decision forthe FEE, the Regional Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropri- 
ate mixture of uses, values, produots and conditions in the alternative to serve as the Revised Plan 

40~2,4037 
AH. 12 would provide more opportunities for the communities and Increase the benefits for all citizens. 

I support Alternative XI2 I feel curtailing the logging in the George Washington National Forest would only put 
our economy deeper into a recession 

The timber supply on the George Washington National Forest is a small component of the total timber supply 
in northwestern Virginia and adjoining West Virginia. it is incorrectto assume thatthe reduction in allowable sale 
quantlty in Alternative 8 from the current ieveis of offer would '...put our economy deeper Into a recession' 

Response 

Letter (81 

Leners~74 ,383 ,768 ,769 ,&17 ,848 ,849 ,850 ,851 ,9~1 ,9~ ,~1 ,~ ,  ~,11~,1195,1196,1499,~500,15o1,15o~, 1503,1504, 
15O5,1506,1542,1616,1708,17~.1710,1711,1712,1713,1714,1715,1716,1724,2O79,2080,2M11,2082,2083,2084,2443,3101, 
3102,3103,3104,3105,3106,3107,3108,3109,3110,3111,3112,3113,3323,3324,3325,4083,4084,4085,4086,4087,4088,4089, 
m, 4091 

We endorse Alternative 12 with the addition of the revised and proposed new standards above 

We have identifled Alternative 12 as our preferred alternative 

In recreational activities, Alternative 12 meets demand, providing 163% of demand for Semi-Primdive Non- 
Motorized Recreation, 343% of demand for Semi-Primitive Motorized Recreation, and 2,514% of demand for 
Roaded Natural Recreation 

Asdisplayed inTable3Bofthe FEIS, It isapparentthat mostofthe alternatives have asufftcientamountof lands 
in the various recreation opportunlty spectrum classes to meet the anticipated demand for the recreation 
opportunities afforded by this spectrum It Is concluded, therefore, that the ability of various alternatives to 
respond to anticlpated recreation demand, in terms of recreation opportunlty spectrum classes, is not a useful 
decision criterion for selecting the alternative to s e ~ e  as the Revised Plan 

Letter 3743 

Response 

Letter 3819 

Response 

We approve of a forest use Plan between Alternative 13 and Afternalive 6. 

Akernatives 11 and 13 have been reformulated by the ID Team to respond lo  concerns from individuals and 
organizations that Alternative 8 needed adjustments l o  respond to biological issues. 

Lener 3812 Alt 9 is the best of the proposed dratt plans. Due to competing interests, it may be unreasonable to expect 
implementatlon ofthis alt. without modification. However, any pian must provide large unfragmented highland 
forests which are not managed as timber stands 

Alternative 9 is considered in detail in the FEiS It could be selected by the Regional Forester as the Revised 
Plan if it is identified as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

Response 

Letter 74 

Response 

I would like to see the Land Mgt Plan maintained at least at current levels. 

The Forest Selvice is finding that people need and want awidervariety of uses, values, products and condltions 
from the Forest than in the past The 1986 Plan emphasized the traditional mixture of multiple uses. it was not 
sufficiently responsive to the changes in public needs and wants. It also is not in concert with emerging national 
polloies that have led to the agency priority on ecosystem management. 

Letter 145,2878,~14,3612 
The array of thirteen alternatives presented in the draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
Qeorge Washington National Forest and its accompanying draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) is an 
effort to allocate limited resources among potential users whose desires may sometimes conflict The U S  
Forest Service preferred alternative is predicated on numerous assumptions regarding the degree to which 
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Response 

different uses conflict We share the Forest Service objectwe of 'maximization of net public beneflr In selecting 
a management direction for the George Washington National Forest However, looking ai the =ma data, 
Wesivaco arrwes at slightly different conclusions. perhaps due to different assumptions about the degree to 
which different uses conflict Wlth our shared objective In mind and based on experience and professional 
judgment, we support a final plan patterned after Alternative 12 

The identfflcation of the aiternative that maximizes net public beneflts requires a careful balancing of the 
opportunities to provide different uses, products and condlflons and public values in a manner that 1s wnsitwe 
to negative effects on the environment, to Issues raised by the public, and to agency policies and priorhe8 

Different individuals, organizations, corporations and agencies place different relative weights on the impor- 
tance of providing different uses, values, products and condtlons This fact results in major disagreements over 
which atternative should be selected as the Revised Plan 

Alternative 12 places a greater emphasis on the production of goods, services and uses tradltionally assooiated 
wlth muitiple use management it is not particularly senstwe to other resource values for which the public has 
expressed a desire It is also not responsive to the emerging policies and priorlties of the agency 

Letter 4031 

Response 

'Managing' a considerable pad of the George Washington by lening It alone would be the most conservatwe. 
prudent possible course 

The American public want and need a wide variety of uses, values, products and condltions from the Forest 
By not managing a considerable part of this Forest, the Forest Service would be denying the opportunlty to 
provide other legitimate multiple uses 

Letter 145 

Letter 725 

Letter 2886 

Letter 2891 

Letter 2926 

Response 

It is Important that our National Forests are managed in ways that are consistent wlth biological diverslty and 
beneficial to wildltfe, soil and streams, and recreation These all are elements of what we believe to be sound 
and progressive forest stewardship Environmental and natural resource management is a long-term invest- 
ment, and Alternative 12 is the plan that we believe is most suitable to accomplish these goals 

Alt 8 appeals more to special interest groups, individuals who may or may not visit the Forest On the other 
hand, A h  12 appeals to more individuals who take part in Forest activdies 

Re-examine Akernative #8 This atternative does not meet the needs of most users of the forest, nor does t 
promote a healthy, biologically diverse forest for the future Wa ask that the linal plan be more closely aligned 
wlth the management conception of Akernative #I2 

I believe that the forest is capable of, and should be, providing a much greater quantlty of wood produm than 
Alternative 8 does I much prefer Alternative 12 

I am deeply disturbed to see the Forest Service graviiate towards preservation management. That is the role of 
our National Parks, conservation (wise use) is the central theme in management of our national forests. 
Alternative #I2 provides a balanced full range of multiple uses of the Forest, and I therefore strongly urge you 
to reject alternative 8 and select alternative 12 as the management plan to guide the GWNF 

National and regional Forest Service policy during the 90's has evolved to include a greater sensltivlty for 
environmental concerns and a willingness to adjust priorlties to ensure that National Forests are managed to 
provide values beyond the tradltional goods and services offered in the past 

Alternative 8A has been formulated to provide the appropriate mixture of uses, values, products and condltions 
that will be provided for the next ten to fifteen years in light of the realization that people want and need a wlder 
array of uses, values, products and conditions from the Forest than in the past 

Letter 1353 

Response 

I agree wth AH 12 With proper cutting the gypmo is slowed 

The Forest is aware of no research which supports the contention that timber harvesting can serve as an 
effective control for gypsy moth 
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Lener 559 

Response 

lt is my opinion that Article 8 wouldn't beneflt us as a whole as much as Article 12 would lt seems to me that 
more land would be used more efficiently by ell ad~olnlng mills and people using It as a recreational area as 
we11 

The ID Team has been unable to determine the point of this comment besides favoring Akernative 12 

Lener 964 

Response 

Please support Alternative 31 I am deeply concerned about losing trees and jobs AHernative 3 prevents the loss 
of eltherl 

The analysis performed by the IDTeam does not supportthe contention that Alternative 3 would prevent the loss 
of jobs 

Letter 181 

Letter 1410 

Letter I am 

Letter 2348 

Letter 2659 

Letter 2727 

Letter 2898 

Letter 2898 

Letter 3552 

Letter 3639 

Response 

We endorse Alternative 12 wlth the addltion of the revised and proposed new standards above 

I consider option #12, but the number of clearcuts should be less 

I support Alternative 12 with the following changes' 45 MMBF Board Foot ASQ, 2 MMBF Board Foot Salvage 
(Gypsy Moth); 3 MMBF Board Foot wildlife only, 50 MMBF Board Foot Total, a balance of cutting methods, an 
increase In acres where true multiple use is in effect, trails managed as sensltivity level three only, expanded 
highly developed camping areas 

I support AH. 12 with some amendments 

The Council supports adoption of Alternative 12 with the following two amendments Reduoe the number of 
acres available to all-terrain vehicles to 16,999 and reduce the number of forest acres on which clearcutting 1s 
permmed from 3,000 per year to 1,OW acres per year 

I like 12 with moddicatlon 

The lack of 'Other even-aged methods' IS the primary problem with the selection of Alternative #I2 The use 
of shelterwood systems Is all but non-existent In Alternative #I2 
Adjusting Alternative #I2 by shining part of the acreage designated for 'Clearcutting' into the 'Other even-aged' 
method would balance the even-age and uneven-aged methods and would allow flexlgbility for on-site applica- 
tion Alternative #I4 does not quite achieve this balance, nor does it provide the economic strengths included 
in Alternative #I2 

I support Alternative 12 I would, however, prefer modiiying Alternative 12 by reducing or eliminating the number 
of acres available for ATV development ATVs should definltely be excluded from sensltive areas, such as 
remote highlands I also support the use of gypsy moth control measures on the entire GWNF to the extent 
necessary to minimize changes In the distribution of native species within the forest. 

I offer a modified Alternative 12 The use of clearcutting should be used in salvage sales and wlldlde habltat 
projects only. Modified shelterwood should make up the bulk of all timber harvests Simply put, there should 
be no (zero) acres In Group Selection The use of AWs should be limited until demand and impacts are 
clariRed No Increase in ATV use should be allowed until it IS clear that the use is not in any way being abused 

The public submitted a number of suggestions for modifying Alternative 12 Many of these suggestions were 
elther contraly to the overall theme of Alternative 12 or wereacontradictory with one another Adjustments were 
made In Alternative 12 where the suggestions seemed consistent with the overall theme of providing afull range 
of goods and SeN~Ces Including timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range, and wildlife habltat and where 
It allowed the Alternative to provide a more posltive response to the issues 

Lowering the allowable sale quantity for Alternative 12 to 450 MMBF (or an average annual offer of 45 MMBF) 
provided a substantially better response to the 'Projected Net Revenue' displayed In Figure 2 4  of the DEE 
Therefore, Alternative 12 was reformulated with an allowable sale quantity of 450 MMBF 

No attempt was made to calculate the non-chargable timber volume for each alternative This information is 
germane to the timber sale schedule in the Revised Plan and is not a pertinent factor is selecting the alternative 
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No attempt was made to calculate the non-chargable timber vclume for each alternative. This Information Is 
germane to the timber sale schedule in the Revised Plan and 1s n d  a pellinen1 factor Is seleotlng the alternative 
to sewa as the Revised Plan A non-chargable component of 5 million board fed per year, however, 1s not 
Inconsistent wlth the management philosophy of Alternative 12 

The mixture of timber harvest methods for Alternative 12 has been changed so that the estimated annual 
program of harvest would consist of the following mixture of timber harvest methods clearcut on 1,250 acres. 
modtfled shelterwood on 1,400 acres and twc-staged sheltemood on 700 acres Alternative 12 does not employ 
uneven-aged timber hawest methods 

The request for 'an Increase in acres where true multiple use In effeot' correlated to lands su*able for timber 
production was assumed Alternative 12 now has 595,000 acres sultable for timber production This is 113 mora 
acres sultable for timber production than in the DEIS This amount of acreage is needed to provide the ASQ 
using the mixture of timber harvest methods described in the previous paragraph and the standards applied l o  
much of the sultable lands 

The inventoried sensltiviiy level of any trail does not change However, this does not affect the adopted visual 
quallty objective assigned to any management area prescription used in Alternative 12 

Alternative 12 has been reformulated in the FElS to include the same developed recreation program as the 
Forest Sewlce preferred alternative 

Desplte comments to either increase or decrease ATV opportunities, the number of ATV routes remains nine. 
The muture of motorized recreation In Anernatwe 12 is consistent wiih Its overall theme 

Alternative 12 does not recommend any roadless areas for wilderness study Recommending areas seems to 
be contraly to the overall direction of the alternative 

Alternative 12 is considered in detail in the FElS The Regional Forester will select It as the Revised Plan if It is 
idantiiled as the alternative that maximizes net public beneflts 

An 12 will also require $2,750,000 less in annual budget than Al l  8 

I ask that you make yourselves more efficient by adopting Alternative 12 

[Alternative 121 will cost less money to manage the forests 

Letter 289 

Le:er 2282 

Letter 2731 

Lene= 3423,3424 

Lener 3743 

Lener 3904 

Lener 3939 

Response 

Alternative 12 budget is $2,750,000 less than Alternative 8 As a taxpayer I object to a plan that cosis more and 
provides less 

Alternative 12 will also provide a lesser burden to the taxpayers, costing only $16,149,000to implement, which 
is approximately $2,75O,WO less than the Draft Alternative 

we support Alternative 12 because It] recommends no new wilderness study areas and the costto manage the 
forest would be a lot less 

[Alternative 12) will cost the taxpayers over two million dollars less than alternative 8. 

The budget Information in FElS chapter 2 is intended IC highlight the major cost differences between the 
alternatives In the DEIS, the Forest did recognize that the preferred alternative had one of the highest budgets 
In this FEIS, the budget has been updated to better reflect the money needed to implement each alternative 

The final decision will consider the budget needed to implement the Plan In the record of decision, the Regional 
Forester will discuss the rationale for selecting the appropriate mixture of uses, values, products and S ~ N I C ~ S  

in the alternative to sewe as the Revised Plan However, no single factor, such as the budget. will lead to this 
selection 
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The Forest will budget to implement the Revised Plan 11982 NFMA regulatlons at 36 CFR 219 IO(e)]. Yeariy. 
Forest budget proposals are aggregated nationwide by the Forest Servlce and submitted to the President. 
These proposals then become pan of the President's budget request to Congress 

The Forest's annual budget, as authorued by Congress, may v f q  from that which is Indicated In Plan Appendiw 
F The Implementation Monltoring Summary in the Plan's Chapter 4 provides for monltoring the budget. if 
annual budgets over time vary significantly from long-term direction, a Plan amendment may become nece% 
sary 136 CFR 219,10(e)] 

Lelter 3988 I recommend a new alternative built upon Alternatives 8 and 11 Alternative 11 has many good qualities except 
for its overemphasis on all-terrain vehicle use areas lt has a good PNV end a slightly lower budget than 
Alternative 8. tl appears to be more closely aligned wlth the future needs than Aiternathre 8 

Alternative 11 has been reformulated to respond to concernsfrom individuals and organizations that AHernative 
8 needed adjustments to better respond to biological issues. 

Response 

Letter 2300 Our industry needs 45 million feet per year and according to your figures I don? understand how you jusidy 
only cutiing 59% of this demand Especially when you more than meet the needs of other users I think you 
should balance out all uses by choosing Alternative 12 

Alternative 8A is designed to provide for awder array of uses, values, products and condltions than traditionally 
recognized as multiple uses. In deciding on the appropriate mifiure of multiple uses, the ID Team considered 
values and environmenial condltions which cannot be measured in terms of 'demand' To conclude that 
portions of the Forest should not be allocated to Management Areas 4, 5,6,  7, 8, 9 or 21 simply because they 
are not needed to meetthe demand for 'primitive non-motorized' recreation use ignoresthe factthat these areas 
ere also providing biological values and condltions desired by the public and that development of these areas 
would require extensive roading that cannot be economically justified on a Forest wlth a below-cost timber 
program 

ReSDOlISe 

Leiier 3882 I lean toward All. 3 But, realizing you have many values to satisfy. I ask you to remember the future by looking 
at the past Try to hold onto what we have AH. 8 is a start, bul leaves out several areas that could be included 
in Wilderness Designation - d not, consider special mgmt. 

Altematives 3 ,611 ,  and 13 provide a more posihve response to these concerns than Altemahve 8 or Alternative 
8A One of these alternatives will be selected by the Regional Forester to serve as the Revised Pian d It Is 
identrfied as the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Response 

Letter324,950,951,953,954.958,959.960,961,962, IIW, 1101,1102,1103,2158,2159,2361,2377,2383,2463,2467,2468,2585, 
2673,3539,3674,3777,3778,3817,3859,3889,3900,3905,4174,4175,4176,4177,4178,4179,4238,4244 

I support Alternative 12, as modified by the Virginia Four Wheel Drive Association. 

I and several of my friends support Alternative Twelve as moddied by the Virginia Four Wheel Drive Association 

The Virginia Four-wheel Drive Association endorses Alternative Twelve only with the changes we suggest here 
and in the Final Draft of thls position paper. 

Letter 952 

Letter 989 

Letters 2210,4256 
We support Alternative Twelve 85 modified by the Virginia Four-wheel Drive Association 

Leiier 2234 The Colorado Association of Four-wheel Drive Clubs, Inc (CA4WDCi) supports Alternative 12 as modified by 
the Virginia Four-wheel Drive Association. 

I am in favor of Alternative 12. as amended [by] Capitol Clty Four Wheel Drive Club 

We support alternative 12 The amendment supported by VA4WD promotes public use of the lands and we 
support this 

Letter 2362 

Leiier 2370 
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Letter 2382 I support Alternative #I2 as modrfled by the VA Four Wheel DrNe Association Maintain continued access by 
four wheel drive vehicles to properly supported by my tax dollars 

TheMidwest FourWheel DrNe Assn , andthe MinnesotaFourWheelDrNe Assn UrgeyOutosupportAlternabve 
12 as moddied by the Virginia Four Wheel Drive Assn 

Letter 2586 

Letters 3982,4035 

Letter 4013 

Letter 4235 
Letter 4256 

Response 

Anernatives 4 and 12 would best provide for recreation needs and multiple uses Sufficient safeguards exist 
wlthln the Standards and guidelines to assure that the resource is also proteoted 

East Coast Four Wheel Drive Association supports AlternatNe Twelve as moddied by the Virginia Four Wheel 
Drwe Association. 

I urge you to SUPPORT the views and opinions of OHV clubs, especially the Baltimore 4Wheelers 
We support Alternative Twelve as moddied by the Virginia Four-wheel Drive Association. 

The question of formulaling a version of Anernatwe 12 that provides greater OHV opportunities was explored 
by the Forest The problem Is that Alternative 12 contains a great deal of acreage allocated to Management 
Areas 4, 14 and 15 The biological species emphasized in these management areas require control, d not 
elimination, of motorized access It is inappropriate to moddy these management areas to Include a greater 
degree of motorized use 

The only way to formulate an alternative with greater OHV opportunilies is to increase the amount of lands 
allocated to Management Areas 11,16 or 17 These options are explored in Alternatives 4,s  and 7 There were 
no advantages in formulating alternatives that were mid-way between these aiternatives and Aiternative 12 

Letter 3987 

Response 

Alternative3 also providesthe highest level of protection for air and water quallty and soil relemon and provides 
for the lowest fire danger of any of the alternatives lt is also cheapest 

The philosophy of ecosystem management espoused by Alternative 3 is at odds with the national ecosystem 
management policy The Forest Service does not manage ecosystems Just for intrinsic ecosystem values They 
are managed for specdic purposes such as producing, restoring, or sustaining certain ecological conditions, 
desired resource uses and products. vital environmental services and aesthetic. cultural or splriiual values 

Standards in the preferred alternative provide for maintenance or improvement of water quallty for all beneficial 
uses, insure that long-term soil productivlty is maintained. and require compliance with air qualily regulations 

Letter 3643 

Letter 3643 

Letter 3643 

Letter 3643 

Letter 3643 

Letter 3643 

Response 

Afler careful review of the alternatives, the Department recommends a modified Alternative 10 as the Preferred 
Alternative In general. this approach would sustain significant acreage of neotropical migratory bird nesting 
habltat and roadless areas, maintain habltat lo support game populations at a level comparable to Alternative 
6, furnish high levels of recreational opportunity, and minimize the costs of road construction and below-cost 
timber sales Natural resource impacts and economic costs to the public would be minimized dthis alternative 
is seleoted 

Incorporate the Alternative 8 option that limits ANIOHV use into the Alternative 10 forest plan 

A modified Alternative 10 would provide the following benefits to wildlife species and the general public 

Eliminate or substantially reduce the prescribed burning program for maintaining early successional vegetation 
However, maintain the burning program for the 1W-300 acres per year that would be needed to preserve the 
Special Biological Areas in a natural state 

Eliminate plans to craale small openings for wild turkey, grey squirrel, and the pileated woodpecker Maintain 
unfragmented, roadless areas 

Substltute the Alternative 13 roadless area plan for the alternative 10 plan 

Rather than modlfy Alternative 10, the ID Team reformulated Alternative 13 Alternative 13 provides a strong 
response to these concerns In particular. Alternative 13 
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Lelter 3643 

Response 

Letter 382 

Letter 1878 

Letter 2031 

Letter 2680 

Letter 3595 

Letter 2662 

Response 

1 maintains all roadless areas in an unroaded condition and recommends 22 of the 27 roadless areas for 
wilderness study, 

2 eliminates ATV use and restricts OHV use to the open transportation system roads; 

3 constructs no new system roads, 

4 Ilmlts timber hawesting to within 1/2 mile of system roads and llmlts removal to the use of skid trails or 
temporaly roads, 

6 maintains migration corridors, and 

6 restricts the use of non-timber management practices to promote habltat for game species to maintenance 
ot existing openings In Management Areas 14, 15 and 16 and to prescribe burning 100 to 300 acres per year. 

Substitute the Alternative 8 developed recreation program for the Alternative 10 program 

The developed recreation program in AHernative 8A has been added to Alternative 10 

Alternative 8, only 24% of the GWNF is 'sultabie' for timber production, whereas 42% (still less than ham is 
'surtable' under Alternative 12 Timber management is essential for scientific forestlwildlife management 

I voice my opposltion to Alt 12 I understand this would allow clearcuningT and the consequential environ- 
mental impact Also, why add to the taxpayer's burden of unprofitable lumber sales? 

I support AH 12 as the most ecologically sound mgt system forthe GWNF R is my belief thatthe more abundant 
undergrowth that will be provided by the cross cutting proposed in Alt 12 is vital to provide a hiding place in 
which the wiidltfe can escape from predators This cutting will provide a necessaly barrier in controlling forest 
fires, and the undergrowth will provide soil nutrients needed for the long term enhancement of the forest 

Clearcut some timber Create habitat. Go with Alternative 12 

I like 12 because clearcut acres are increased to 2900 acres 60% of the Forest will be managed to emphasize 
wildlde species 

While only 42 per cent of the forest is sultable for timber production, under Alternative 12, the necessary 
vegetative manipulation tools are available 

There is clear national policy that directs the Foresisto reducethe amount of ciearcutting, so an increase to 2900 
acres is in direct conflict wiih national direction 

Ciearcuning is not the only way to manage wildlife The Revised Plan provides many methods, including timber 
management Wildlife management can occur on the vast majority of the Forest Using timber management to 
enhance wildlife habitat will be emphasized on almost hail of the Forest. 

The Forest SeNice preferred alternative has identified 1/3 of the forested acerage surtable tor timber production 
A variety of management practices can occur on most of the remainder of the Forest. Even on most of the 
unsuiiable timber lands, other management activlties may take place The expanded wildlife management 
program provides habitat manipulation in areas where timber quality is poor, where there are weak marketsfor 
such products. andlor in remote areas where associated road construction costs are extremely high. These 
conditions exist in many portions of the Forest, and designating such areas as unsuitable for timber production 
helps avoid below cost timber sales Overall habitat management. as compared to Interim Management, 
increases, and estimates made for game species' populations do not show declines Estimates were made for 
deer, bear, and turkey for each alternative Alternative 8 produced more habitat for black bear and wild turkey, 
while Alternative 12 produced more habtiat tor whitetailed deer 
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Alternative 12 will provide more money for programs benefitting wildilfe 

Alternative 12 spends more money on timber harvesting, much of which is designed to provide habitat for 
certain wildlife species Given that the Forest has a below-cost timber sale program, this does not appear to be 
en advantage. 

Lelier 1472 

ReSDOilSB 

The State would be better off wilh money from hunting licenses [with Alternative 121 

There 1s no way to substantiate the effects of dMerent alternatives on the sale of hunting licenses All of the 
alternatives produce huntable populations of game speoies 

Letter 2731 

Letter 3939 

Response 

[Alternative 121 will provide wildlife viewing and nature studies, and provide protection for proposed threatened, 
endangered and sensnlve species 

Alternative 12 would provide wildllfe viewing, nature studies, and provide protection for proposed, threatened, 
endangered, and senslthre species ii can place emphasis on biological values, provide habhai for area- 
sensitive species, and meintaln biological diversdy 

All of the alternatives offer wildlife viewing and nature study opportunities as well as protection for threatened, 
endangered and sensitive species to varying degrees Many of the other alternatives, including the Forest 
Service preferred, offer stronger responses to these concerns than Alternative 12 

Biological diverslty Is a complex subject that cannot simply be equated wrth a well-balanced age-class distribu- 
tion of timber stands. In particular, biological diverslty cannot be equated with maximizing habiiat for game 
species. Biological diverslty includes the variety of all species In the Forest. Not all of these species benefitfrom 
timber or wildllfe management practices. For instance, Alternative 12 does not provide habitat for forest Interior 
nesting neo-tropical migratory birds that are sensitive to forest openings It does, however, provide habllat for 
black bear and turkey 

Letter 1969 

Response 

I ask that you choose Ah. 12 VA does not need any more wilderness With the average age of the US population 
increasing, fewer folks will be able to enjoy a 'wilderness experience.' Areas in wilderness mgi will become 
almost biological deserts as mast-producing trees give way to shade-tolerant species. These wilderness areas 
will cause the gwmo DoDuiatlons to exDlode. not onlv ruinina the wilderness areas, but surrounding forest land 
88 well. 

The Revised Plan recommends t 2 , W  acres for wilderness study. This acreage together with the 32,030 acres 
In existing wilderness represents 4 2% of the Forest, en area too small to make a difference in gypsy moth 
control. Wilderness as designated under the guidelines of the 1964 Wilderness Act 1s more than for the 
reoreatlonal enjoyment of a wilderness experience It is a benchmark by which to measure changes in the 
surrounding lands, a repository of ecologlcal, geological, or other features of scientific, educatlonal, scenic, or 
historic value Wilderness Is a recognized part of multiple-use management 

Letter 3544 

Response 

Akerilative 3 is the most economical of the alternatives 

The question of which alternative is the 'most economical' depends on which index Is used. Traditionally, the 
Forest Service uses present net value as the indication of economic efficiency Graph 2-46 in Chapter 2 displays 
the present net value for the fourteen alternatives Graph 2.47 displays the budget associated with each 
alternative Based on these indioaton, Alternative 3 has the lowest budget but notthe highest present netvalue. 

Letter I 146 I feel that our national forest should be managed for multi-purpose but also feel strongly that as a renewable 
resource forest must be harvested when mature The GW can provide a diversity of plant life without locking 
large (areas) up in a single purpose use that removes the prospect of harvesting timber at some future time. 
Anernative 12 best reflects my view 
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Letter 1311 

Letter 1870 

Letter 1670 

Letter 1670 

Letter 1972 

Letter 2306 

Letter 2507 

Letter 2524 

Letter 2525 

Letter 2538 

Letter 2696 

Letter 277w 

Letter 3624 

Letter 3668 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3748 

Response 

I support A k  12, which would provide a better habtiat for wildlde as well as humans 

Even-aged management wlth periodio clearcuts is the best tool for producing grouse habltat 

Anernatlve 12 represents the largest emphasis on grouse habltet 

Trees should be used to produce livelihood for mankind not die and weather away For lhis reason I believe 
Alternative #12 Is the best. 

I would very much like to see habnat for grouse continue to grow. An 12 would be best 

Timber harvesting will provide the stand diversity necessary for turkey, deer, grouse, etc. habitat. 

Anernative 12 will allow adequate protection for our environment as well as leaving us access to our natural 
resources. 

I think you should ohoose Alternative 12 instead. it manages for avarlety of uses. while emphasizing wildlife 

Anernative 12 will go further to provide better quailty habtiat Please consider changing your preferred alterna- 
tive. 

Anernatlve 12 would enhance wildlife management by insuring a continuing supply of hard mast producing 
trees and the isolation from disturbance for speoies such as the black bear, gray squirrel and pileated wood- 
pecker. 

There would also be a healthier forest to better s e w  the various wildlife specles [with Altemaiiw 141. Timber 
harvesting does not reduce the populations of bear and turkey unless clearcuttine Is the one and only method 
utilized. 

I ask that you choose Anernatlve 12 Instead Alternative 12 supplies 17% more of the demand for deer than does 
Alternative 8. 

Change your preferred alternative to number 12 so many more aores of our Natlonai Forest will be dedicated 
to wildlife management, especially for wild turkeys 

I am in favor of Alternative 12. [it] being more beneficial to wildllfe in the forest 

Alternative 12 has much Inoreased flexibility regarding the effective management of wildlife species, allowlng 
for 60% of the Forest to be managed for wildlde 

The habnat [in Anernative 121 Is also well balanced with an approximately equal number of acres managed to 
'maintain or enhance habltat for wiidllfe species that prefer early successional habitats, including white-tailed 
deer and ruffled grouse ' The acres earmarked for this habkat is nearly 5 times greater In Alternative 12 than 
Anernative 8. 

An 12 better emphasizes biology than does An. 8. Some scdy percent of the Forest 1s dedloated to wildlde 
(biology) mgmt. About 83% of the Forest Is suitable for biological mgmt. of the gypmo. And equal treatment Is 
given to mgmt. (biology) of speoiai areas and species Please oonslder my views supporting Alt. 12. 

The Revised Plan actually more than triplesthe annual acreage of habRat management to be performed by the 
Forest Service. This habitat management will be done to benefit sensitive, threatened, endangered and sensi- 
tive species, non-game, and game species. 

The Revised Plan does not maximize the potential value for either early successional or late succe8sionaI 
habitats. lt recognizes the value of both. somewhat conflicting needs. within a large forested area and provides 
for both habtiats To expand the timber program beyond the Revised Pian's limits Is neither bloioglcally 
necessary, nor economically efficient 

Estimated white-tailed deer carrying capaclty Is not reduced Currently, in some areas of the Forest, deer are 
Inhibiting regeneration of preferred timber species. Other concerns include the development of a pronounced 
browse line which can be detrimental to many bird species that feed and nest in the understory, and that some 
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rare plant species are preferred as deer foods Forested areas that wntain hlgh deer populations, over time, 
may 10088 some of these rare species Hunting on this Forest (as determined by long term trende of National 
Forest hunting stamp sales) shows a very slow decline in the numbers of huntera Based on past 8818s declines, 
a slight annual decline Is predicted throughout the next decade increasing the deer herd, therefore, Is not a 
long term goal of the Revised Plan. 

Population estimates were not made forthe ruffed grouse, another specles that prefers young forest areas, but 
there Is no question that the Revised Plan provides adequate habltat to maintain this species throughout the 
Forest Some alternathres probably do provide for a higher habM carrying capacity for this species and thus 
e higher hunting success rate Grouse hunting accounts for approximately five percent of the hunUng days on 
this Forest In light of a below costtimber program, His economically hard to iustdy an increased timber program 
to increase ruffed grouse hunting success rates 

The amount of habltat for bear, pileated woodpecker, and gray squirrel are increased In relation to Alternative 
12, and an estimate of carrying capacty for bear (and wlld turkey) shows that these species' population levels 
ere higher in Alternative 8A in comparison to Alternative 12 

Early successional habltat in the Revised Plan Is provided In adequate amounts and spatial arrangements so 
that those species which prefer this habltat will be found throughout the Forest 

Further explanation of how the Revised Plan provides forthe wide variety ofwiidllfe species inhablting the forest 
is provided in Chapter 2, 'ISSUE 1 BIODIVERSITY' and in 'ISSUE 8 VEGETATION MANAGEMENT (under the 
subheading of 'Featured Species') Chapter 3 provides detailed descriptions of desired future condltions ofthe 
Forest as they pertain to wildllfe 

Letter 2543 WVOHVA does support FLMP Alternative 12. Alternative 12 represents a much more balanced, multiple-use 
approach to managing the GWNF Alternative 12 providesfor 2W,W acres that could permlt OW recreation 
That acreage is much more in-line wlth the demand for motorized recreation that could be served by the GWNF 
WVOHVA requests that ail Management Areas 11 on the GWNF be of sufficient size l o  provide dNerse, 
low-densty, looping trailsthat afford afull spectrum of experienceslothe users- loto 80+ mile rides WVOHVA 
requests that Management Area 11 designations be established in several areas of the GWNF to adequately 
serve local demand for the recreation and enhance the tourism potential of the GWNF to banefrt the local 
economies Alternative 12 does reasonably address those needs Alternative 12 also provides more net benefits 
to the general public. lt provides more than adequate areas of non-motorized recreation, wilderness, and wildllfe 
management It provides more appropriate areas for timber management Alternative 12 provides for more jobs 
and economic development for the local commundies served by the GWNF 

Response O W s  are restricted to trails specdicaily designated fortheir use and to open Forest roads. Unlicensed vehicles 
(primarily ANs)  and motorcycles may use trails in Management Area 11 that have been designated by Forest 
Supervisor's Order It is incorrect to msume that the entire acreage, whatever the amount, is available for use 
Cross country travel is prohibited Large licensed 4WD vehicles may travel on open public roads Certain of 
these have been identified as sultable for high clearance vehicles only and should offer a challenging and 
intereSting ride. These roads are in Management Areas 7, 11, and 17 and are identified on a special features 
map. An acreage figure is not identified forthese roads. His understood that a system of loops providing various 
lengths is desirable The direct and Indirect beneflts to local economies resulting from OHV use is recognized 
They must be balanced with beneflts for other resources, monetarily and othemise The Regional Forester will 
select the alternative that maximizes net public benefits 

Letter 3544 

Letter 3850 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3987 

Letter 4061 

Alternative 3 is the only one which views the forest from an ecological perspective. 

No wildlife management. let nature take Its course 

Biological reailties but forth in the Al l  #3 are ignored in ?he Plan' 

Alternative 3 provides the highest protection of biodiversty 

Alternative #3 is the most economically viable and environmentally protecting plan Alternative 83 is the only 
plan that will completely and totally protect the forest and its inhabltants 
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Response Providing for biodiversriy and large tracts of unfragmented, old growth habltat wlth an ecological perspective 
towards management are some of the values that members of the public desire on the Forest Alternative 3 was 
developed to explore the capabilrty of the Forest to provide this value wlthout providing for other uses such as 
timber, developed recreation, or wildllfe habitat improvements 

Alternative 3 precludes opporiunkies to provide other values, goods, S~NICBS and uses desired by the public 
There is, therefore.'a trade-off in terms of other mukiple uses 

In the record of declslon forthe FEIS, the Regional Forester will ldentiry the alternative that provides the mixture 
of values, producis, uses and condltions that maximize net public beneflts 

Letter 2046 

Response 

Letter Z 4 1  

Letter 3823 

Response 

Letter 145 

Letters 2&10,2641 

Letter 3743 

Letter 3743 

Letter 4030 

I" tired of knowing that our trees are being cut down which is taking away habltat for the wildlife 

The Revised Plan provides adequate habltats for both game and non-game species Populations of game 
species remain high, great care Is given to the management of sensltwe, threatened and endangered species. 
and non-game species are provided for The Plan provides for awlde range of habltats from early successional 
to old growth, In amounts that adequately provide for all wildlde species inhabiting the Forest 

More dollars should be generated by the wise use of the renewable raw material as the original concept of the 
national forests intended 

[We urge the adoption of Alternative 12 because it] is more consistent with the original purpose of establishing 
National Forests 

Although the authorriy to cui timber (the Organic Act of 1897) was in place when the Forest was chartered 
(1918), timber was not a driving force behind the creation of the Forest From The Lands Nobody Wanted' by 
Shands and Healy 'Land for these forests, which would later be combined to form the George Washington 
National Forest, was acquired by the authorrty of the Weeks Act In order to be considered, the land had to have 
a direct impact on a watershed.' And, paraphrased from 'Impacts of National Forests on the Forest Resources 
of the South' by Young and Mustian This damage to the watersheds led to the creation of the Act of March 1, 
1911 -most commonly known asthe Weeks Act This act helped solvetwo problems. It allowed land which was 
under private ownership to be purchased by the government. It also gave the government the authorrty to 
acquire land specrficaliy for the purpose of watershed protection Paraphrased from page 30, 'Origins of the 
National Forests' edlted by Steen' The first Weeks Law forest was established in 1916 Through 1923, ten more 
forests were established all justdied on their value as protectors of waterflows. In 1924. the Clarke McNary Act 
added 'the production of timbe? as a purpose for forest acquisltion, thus permitting the purchase of land 
beyond the headwaters of navigable streams 

This total of 6,263 treated is less than that proposed in Alternative 8 (8,550) but IS concentrated in more efficient 
cutting systems. Therefore, more volume, and subsequently more revenue, Is generated from fewer acres 

You need to manage the forest like Alternative 12 Its increased harvest level would better manage this 
overmature tract. Trees need to be thinned and halvested to keep stands healthy Jobs are created to complete 
these tasks 

Alternative 12 provides for 4% (still less than half) of the Forest (447,133 acres) to be suitable for timber 
management, akhough only 117,561 acres (11 percent) 1s actually dedlcatedtotimber production This aiterna- 
twe Is one of the few that achieves parity wlth anticipated demand for timber products 

[Akernative 121 provides an annual halvest of 50 MMBF, yet halvesting on 2,287 acres less per year due to 
utilizing sound silvicultural practices 

Alternative 8 allows only 27 million bf to be cut which leaves about 88% of the annual growth going into 
inventory of eventual decay Alternative 12 allows 50 million bf 
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Response Alternative 12 was considered in detail in the FEiS lt provides for a high level of timber product output 
Alternative 12 could be selected to serve as the Revised Plan d it 1s identlfied as the alternetwe that maximizes 
nd  public beneftts 

Letters2,14,16,22.24,25.26,27,26,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,41,42,43,44,47,1572,1576,1581 
1 support Anernatwe FOUI 

I support option 4 because it was the wildllfe's land before lt was owned by anybody So why would you want 
to burn or cut down their homes 

In the record of decision for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Regional Forester will select the 
alternative to serve as the Revised Plan for the next ten to fieen years Although public comments are 
considered in reaching this decision, tt is not based on a voting process but rather the ldentlfied abillty of the 
selected anernatwe to maximlze net public beneflts 

Letter 1583 

Response 

Letter 4 Perhaps the finest long-term planning was submitted forthe George Washington National Forest as 'Ailernatwe 
3' in the planning papers 

We support the Wilderness Corridor System alternative management plan Letter 5 

Letter 49 

Letter 137 Choose Alternative 3 

Letter140,143,173,178,180,871,892,1085,1105,1259,1288,1585,1680,1971,2046,2049,2056,23M),25/2,2M15,3438,3439, 

My wtfe and I resolutely insist that Alternative 3 be implemented 

3440,3516,3600,3654,3666,3715,3739,3922,4058,4196,4197,4212,4214,4248,4254,4311 
I support implementation of Alternative 3 

There are only three Alternatives thet warrant consideration forthe revised Forest Plan. #3 Is the only alternative 
that offers hope for bic-cracy In the Central Appalachian Bioregion 

01 all the plans put forth, Ah 3 conserves and proteh our GWNF best 

As a general comment, I would like to urge the Service to adopt the approach in Anernative 3 

I do not know your politics on the issue and realize that the measures of 'AH 3' are probably too far-reaching 
for some, but I think the measures that it calls for are necessary. 

I consider Alternative 3 far and away the best plan 

I strongly urge you to implement Alt 3. Wilderness is the only blueprint we have for healthy ecosystems 

Rethink your priorities and give serlous consideration to An 3 

I support plan #3 It is the least destructive and best over the long run 

I oppose evely plan except Alternative #3 for the GWNF. 

Daily NewsRecord (Harrisonburg), 23 Jan 1952, pg 6 Alternative No 3 

Letter 171 

Le%r 938 

Letter 944 

Letter 965 

Letter 1075 

Letter 1 153 

Letter 1262 

Letter 3749 

Letter 3933 

Letter 3963 

Letter 3568,4026,4031 
Adopt Anernalive 3 as the best course for the George Washington National Forest 

The alternative that is clearly and wtthout question the only morally and ethically correct choice Is Alternative 
3, the WildernessICorridor alternative, proposed by Virginians for Wilderness 

I am asking you to considerlimplement the proposal known as 'Alternative 3 ' It's the only plan for this state as 
well as the planet 

Letter 4034 

Letter 4188 
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Letter 4193 

Letter 4191.4201 

I am in favor of Alternative 3 Save our trees 

Letter 4tLn 

Letter 4193 

Letter 4194 

Letter 4195 

Letter 4199 

Letter 4202 

LeUer 4x)3 

Letter 4204 

Letter 4205 

Letter 4206 

Letter 4207 

Letter 4209 

Letter 4210 

Response 

Please consider 'Alternative 3' as a plan to save the George Washington National Forest 

I support Alternative 3 which is a start 

Seriously take into consideration 'Alternative 3 '  lt is the best thing for our future and our children as well 

Please choose Alternative 3 for the children So they know what wilderness Is 

I strongly favor Alternative #3 and I hope that you will too, so that VA's such as I can enjoy the beauiy of our 
parks for many years to comel 

I favor the proposal Introduced by Virginians for Wilderness (A t  3) in preventing an overt desecration of the 
GWNF 

Ail 3 will be a more farsighted pian for our forests, 

For the sake of breathing comfortably in the century to come, please consider this alt 3 

I feel the Alt. 3 plan is a smarter idea. 

Alt 3 proposed by Virginians for Wilderness, is the only plan that will protect the health of the forest. 

I am for An 3 proposed by Virginians for Wilderness lt is the only plan that will protect the whole of our forests 

I am in support of Alt 3, in the interest of protecting a crucial and much-endangered natural resource -the few 
areas of unexploited forest left ~ for our enjoyment. 

Please consider the Ai l  3 proposal There are enough environmental concerns ~ let's not let GWNF be another. 

Please support Alternative 31 This is important for all of us. 

In the record of decision for the FEIS, the Regional Forester will select the alternative to sewe as the Revised 
Plan for the next ten to flfteen years Although public comments are considered in reaching this decision, it Is 
not based on a voting process but rather the identified ability of the selected alternative to maximize net pubilc 
benefits. 

OTHER COMMENTS Comments beyond the Capability of the Forest Supervisor or the Aulhorliy of the Regional Forester 

Letter 1372 I would ilke to see the hunting season come in Statewide evewhere, when one goes out all go out. All of the 
hunters pile up in one place 

The setting of hunting seasons is a responsibliity of the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State of West Virginia. 
As such, lt is outside the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Response 

Letter 89 The Forest Service should spend more time in the field, managing the National Forest resources and enforcing 
the laws and regulations Less time and effort should be spent in providing detail plans in attempts to please 
the public. 

While there Is unquestionably a need to spend more time managing the Forest, land and resource management 
planning is mandated by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 

Response 
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Letter 3538 

Response 

I don't think anyone wdh a monetary gain should have any say in how the forest should be managed 

This suggestion 1s clearly a violation of the public participation requirements of NEPA and NFMA 

Letters 134,185,4001,4034 
On p 6-12 of the DElS we read that the minimum age at which timber can be cut 'IS determined by calculating 
the age at which the stand achieved 95 percent of culmination of mean annual increment of timber volume 
growth,' or CMAl-in-cubic-feet Unfortunately for taxpayers and the ecosystem CMACin-cubic-feet usually oc- 
curs when trees are ltttle more than large saplings In some cases, as for Ponderosa Pine, d may occur more 
than 80 years earlier than the culmination of growth in board feet This is the case because volume growth in 
cubic feet is a measure of all usable wood and Includes very small logs usable only for pulpwood On the other 
hand, the board foot measure is applicable to lumber which can be produced only from trees of greater size 
and value In the case of the Chestnut Oak, a common GWNF tree for example, board foot culmination occurs 
ai an age of about 1W years (Agricukural Handbook No 271, USDA Forest Service. 1965) From this It's easy 
to see the taxpayer fraud in the common practice in timber sale environmental assessments on the GW In these 
they usually call 8C-W year old trees 'overmature' They prefer to call saplings at CMAl-in-cubic-feet 'mature' 
as an excuse for clearcutling, in the process defrauding the taxpayer by not allowing trees to reach board f w t  
culmination or older at which times more valuable wood is produced The volume CMAl rule Is applied In 
national forests generally and fs a subject they don't explain anywhere 

Letter 185 

Letter 185 

Letter 185 

Letter 185 

Letter 185 

Letter 4W1 

Response 

In eastern forests the Culmination of Mean Annual Increment (CMAI) volume rule IS invoked lo justlry cutting 
young growing stock on high slte Index sites 

The resuk of cutting these many small trees is not only economic loss but for many reasons devastation of the 
forest ecosystem Beyond the inevitable habitat fragmentation and negative edge effects of clearouls and the 
associated roads are the destructive effects of the many heavy machines on the forest floor 

I hereby request that in the Revised Forest Plan you explain in detail how the CMAl volume rule resuits in the 
cutting of many trees before they have reached more profitable BF culmination at least 

Virginians for Wilderness ask for the abolition of the CMAl volume rule in National Forest management every- 
where 

The volume and board foot culmination will generally be followed in time by other culminations of forest values 
and beneflts For example, very large forest trees capable of producing lumber will in all probabillty also yield 
In plywood, veneer, and even more valuable products, since logs from such trees contain fewer knots than 
those from smallertrees Finally there is the ultimate ecological culmination of greatest and most lasting benefit 
old growth forest, as part of a naturally balanced ecosystem 

One of the reasons there is so much pulpwood harvested on the GWNF now is the totally unrealistic definttion 
used for maturity of a stand of trees 'Culmination of mean annual increment of volume growth' occurs long 
before any reasonable measure of maturity and results in the premature harvesting of stands of virtual saplings 
Maturity should b e  defined in terms of culmination of growth in board feet, and trees should generally be 
allowed to stand still longer to achieve even more valuable timber Much private land is managed for quick 
profit The USFS should manage N lands for what is best over the VERY LONG haul 

The National Forest Management Act requires that' the Secretary shall establish standards to ensure that, 
prior to harvest, stands of trees throughout the National Forest System shall generally have reached the 
culmination of mean annual increment of growth (calculated on the basis of cubic measurement or other 
methods of calculation at the discretion of the Secretary) ' Since this is part of federal law, the agency does 
not have the discrelion to remove d 

The discussion of 'Rotations at CMAl (36 CFR 21926)' was added to Appendix B to demonstrate that the 
FORPLAN model was constrained so as to NOT harvest before the culmination of mean annual increment This 
requirement does not mean that any stand must or even should be harvested at culmination of mean annual 
increment This constraint merely sets the minimum rotation age that any stand can be harvested 

Comments Beyond CapabilRylAuihority 
OTHER COMMENTS 
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Letter 935 R is the opinion of the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors that. at this time, designation of national forest 
land wlthin Rockingham County as wilderness by the Untied States Congress would not Increase protection of 
the forest resource and would severely llmlt public input into future management of such areas designated as 
wilderness, Now, therefore, be It resolved that the Rockingham County Board of SupeNl.9ors hereby urges that 
the US Congress not designate any National Forest lands wlthin Rockingham County as wilderness areas 

Sinw this wmmen! deals with concerns about Congressional action, fi IS beyond !he scope of the revision of 
the Forest Plan 

Response 

Letter 3537 

Letter 3840 

Response 

Preventative measures such as licensed permits to use OHV/ORVs on the forest should be considered 

Should A N  trail systems somehow find their way into the Forest Plan, Permits should be required Permti fees 
pay for enforcement only Repair of damages falls on user groups not the general public Some means of 
Identifying user and or vehicles needs to be instltuted for control and reporting abuses 

The Forest Service has no legal authortty to require perm& for the use of motorized or non-motorized trails 
Also. the agency has no authortty to charge a fee to use a motorized or non-motorized trail 

Letter 4w1 

Response 

If a Govt subsidy of the lumber Industry IS necessary, dired dollar payments for trees not cut would be no more 
expensive and would have a salutary effect on our planet's ecology 

Government subsidies to the timber industry are beyond the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Letter 1334 

Letter 1639 

Letter 2575 

Letter 3726 

Letter 3927 

Response 

You should consider charging everyone $3, like the hunter has to pay 

I propose that anyone who uses the NF lands for any reasons, hiking. camping, sightseeing, along with hunting 
and fishing, OBTAIN A NF STAMP I don't believe that it is fair to place this on just hunters and fishermen 

I also think that everyone who uses the forest should have to buy a NF stamp (hikers, campers, etc.), not just 
hunter and fishermen They are as likely to Mer or start a forest fire as the fishermen and hunters. 

We would like to see a fee system put into place for recreational use of the Forest The potential revenue could 
be directed toward maintaining trails and campsites and part-time WEEKEND rangers 

I feel that every one who uses the forests for any type of recreation should have to pay the same as the 
sportsmen who buy a National Forest Stamp In order to hunt and fish 

The Forest Service has no legal authorityto charge such afee The hunting and fishing stamps are required by 
state regulation 

Letter 89 

Letter 1071 

Letter 1687 

Letter 3x11 

Response 

Fishing and camping should not be permitted on National Forest land just across astreamthat borders private 
land, especially d the private landowners object Much of my land on Piney River is across the nver from the 
National Forest 

There is no need for hunting animals in the name of 'game mgmt ' The hunter kills the strong, healthy animal 
while natural predators kill the animals that should be 'managed' -the ill and the weak. 

I would also like to see hunting stopped in the GWNF, especially when it is classdied as wildllfe mgt 

Close hunting season on bears and prohibit firearms in large core areas of the Forest 

The laws establishing the national forests left the regulation of fishing, hunting and firearms in the hands of the 
states The Forest Service has no control over where and when fishing and hunting may occur 
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Letter 6 

Letter 2345 

Letter 2921 

Response 

Perhaps a permdfee charged to us fourwheelers wlth the money going into road maintenance and construction 
as well as law enforcement would enable you to keep the roads open and perhaps re-open those recentty 
closed like Black's Gum and Chestnut Ridge 

Set up a permd system for ANs on the national forest This would involve payment of afee and display a permlt 
on the A N  A N s  could be Identified for enforcement purposes Make the permd contingent on the user signlng 
an agreement to follow regulations, stay on trails, and avoid riding through streams and wildllfe ponds 

[itl off-highway vehicle users damage becomes significant, we hope that some way may be found so that the 
vehicle users can compensate the Forest for such damage. 

The Forest Service has no legal authorlty to require financial renumeration from OHV users The Forest does not 
designate an OHV route for unlicensed vehicles unless there is an OHV organization that 1s willing to sponsor 
the trail, including the construction and maintenance Licensed vehicles are limned to system roads open to 
public use. The agency must assume the cost of maintaining these roads. 

Letter 171 

Response 

Letter 171 

Letter 171 

Response 

The Blue Ridge Parkway, as nice as k is, is a problem, It encourages the spread d gypsy moths through the 
vety heart of the Pedlar The Parkway grants access to othemise 'rather inaccessible' forest-Interiors and the 
species dependent upon such 'isolation from (human?) disturbance' 

The Blue Ridge Parkway is administered by the Department of the Interior As such, any concerns about its 
presence or management are beyond the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Give the James River Face Wilderness some help, 501 is impact 

Major access along 501, 60, 56, €08, 603, 634i735 and 664 all pose major threats to the Pedlar 

These roads are not under Forest Service jurisdiction As such, any concerns about their presence Is beyond 
the scope of the revision of the Forest Pian 

Letter 1313 

Response 

Allowing logging in a National Park is bad These parks were intended to belong to the American people, not 
businessmen 

The Revised Plan will serve the George Washington National Forest A national forest Is not a national park 
They operate under ddferent legal mandates 

Letter 738 

Response 

Do what you can to reduce the external pollution which is damaging our forests 

The reduction of 'external pollution' Is beyond the scope of the Revision of the Forest Plan 

Letter 966 

Resoonse 

Letter 3566 

Response 

Among the aiternatives offered for the George Washington National Forest the most important decision should 
be to have a group of non-affiliated, dedicated foresters research past practices, the resuiis of those practices, 
and lo arrive at a decision that will maintain and improve the forest for all interested parties These objectives 
would encourage the adoption of Alternative 12 I believe 

Both the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require 
that the Revised Forest Plan be prepared by an interdisciplinaly team NFMA requires that the Revised Forest 
Plan be an integrated resource management plan that considers a number of resources and values 

Keep more areas as wild-life preserves, safe from guns for man and beast Also, free from dogs 

The Forest Service has no legal authority to create 'wildlife preserves' Thus, this suggestion is beyond the 
scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 
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Letter 3933 

Response 

Mil~iaty ovedlights were not addressed 

The militaty is advised of wilderness areas and training flight routes are routed to avoid infringement. No other 
controls are possible in airspace above the Forest 

Letter 979 

Response 

Banish all boom boxes. 

The Forest Service has no legal authority to ban boom boxes. 

Leiier 1850 

Response 

Many persons are under the assumption that (unsuitable lands) means that this land is permanently unsurtabla 
for timber production This is false Your team has placed this land In defacto wilderness. Condltions change 
in a dynamic society and forest. You need to come up wlth an alternative term for the land I suggest Multiple 
Use Reselve Land. 

One of the questions being explored In the updating of the NFMA Regulations is the methodology for sultabillty 
analysis. Any change in terminology from 'sultable for timber production' or 'unsultable for timber production' 
is beyond the author* of the Regional Forester 

Letter 2884 

ResDonse 

Owners of the off-road/all-terrain vehicles should park them permanently 

The Forest Sewice has no legal authority overthe actions of OHV users off National Forest lands In light of this, 
this comment is beyond the scope of the revision 

Lener 3981 

Response 

Discard the Drafi LRMP for the GWNF and the FORPLAN model for forest planning Prepare a new EIS based 
on ecology and a biocentrlc land ethic, rather than economics and a multiple-use concept geared toward the 
convenience and consumptive patterns of a single species (Homo sapiens). 

The DEB and Drafi Revisad Plan were prepared under the legal requirements of the National Forest Manage- 
ment Act The Forest must comply wiih applicable laws and regulations in the revision of the 1- Plan 

Letter 3981 

Response 

€IS 3-90 -Table 3-20 - Have the 'anticipated demand' increased for motorized recreation factored In the rising 
ecological, economic, and social costs of oil dependency? If not, say so or revise the table 

The question of motorized recreation and oil dependency is beyond the scope of the revision. The FEE deals 
with affects on the George Washington National Forest not with the social and economic issue of oil depend- 
ency 

Letter 3984 

Response 

The Federal government should be leading the way in helping to create a market for recycled paper, and an 
indirect subsidy to Wesivaco does not do that 

Government action to create markets for recycled paper is beyond the scope of the revision 
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OTHER COMMENTS Reeolullon of comment Is beyond the s o p a  of the Revised Plan 

Letter mi 

Letter 869 

Letter 1 153 

Letter 1153 

Letter 2045 

Letter 2215 

Leiier 2691 

Leiier 2757 

Response 

Letter 3933 

Letter 4001 

ReSDOnSe 

As for even suggesting that timber companies can clear upto a mllllon board feet from one area of land wlthout 
public knowledge or environmental restrictions, this Is criminal You would be gtvlng the logglng Industry yet 
another license to destroy the environment 

I am also against allowing projects yielding less than a million board feet of timber or less than too0 acre8 be 
carried on without public knowledge or environmental restrictions The puMn: has the right to comment on all 
such projects end environmental restrictions should be enforced no matter what the size of the project 

By listing virtually all activities 85 'categorical exclusions' from environmental review, citizens will be unable to 
force the Foresi Service to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act Through judicious use of asimllar 
'loophole' clearcutting Is virtually always found to be the 'oDtimum' silvicultural tool ImDlemented by the Forest 
Service k is also the most environmentally degrading 

The revised plan would permlt projects yielding less than e mllllcn board feet of timber or encompassing leas 
than e thousand acres in scope to go unchallenged The FS would like nothing better than to carry out Its 
destruction without citizen input or opposltion 

The proposed plan allows for public knowledge, environmental restriction & documentation only on timber 
sales over one million board feet andlor over 1 ,ooO acres in scope I think that this is outrageous1 

The preferred alternativewould nct allow citizen input or review of timber sales lessthan tW0 acres or a million 
board feet under proposed regs This Is a violation of our rights to review what goes on in our forests 

Public involvement in the forest's decisions Is crucial The forest's are owned by the nation's people, not the 
interesta of Westvaco. Efforts to limit Involvement on areak less than aihousand acres are a siep in ihe wrong 
direction As ere effolts to dilute the appeal process 

The present draft would deprNe citizens of their right to participate In forest management decision making 

This comment appears to apply to the Forest Service NEPA requirements relating to projectlevel decisions As 
such, lt is outside the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Nothing that prevents or addresses the current situation surrounding the Reddish Knob - hanggliders 85/858 
roading in The Plan'. 

Plans for the 'improvement' of routes 85 and 858 to Reddish Knob should be abandoned These roads should 
be regraded to single-land gravel roads with turnouts and posted with signs warning of these conditions, slmdar 
to the signs on route 61 along the west flank of Shenandoah Mountain 

Any decision on the reconstruction or management of Routes 85 and 858 require site-specdic analysis and 
disclosure Since the Revised Forest Plan establishes broad program policy rather than making sltespecdic 
decisions, site-specific decisions on which roads should be reconstructed are beyond Its scope 

Letter 2366 

Letter 2693 

Letter 3625 

I understand there is some effort afoot to change CFR 21 7 9, the Administrative Appeal procedures We need 
to retain this mechanism Via the appeals process, many legal errors In mgmt policy have been rectified Let's 
keep en accessible appeal procedure, including EA by EA appeal rights Lei's keep the Forest Democratic! 

Dropping the appeals process will really take the public out of the picture in regards to input on our forest mgmt 

The Forest Plan to eliminate public right of appeal is appalling, in fact, anyone In the forest Service promoting 
this idea should be removed from decision making posltions in the Forest Service Not many citizens have the 
time or money to take their concern to court It may cost the F S (US tax payer) in time and dollars but It is 
essential that the citizens of U S have the righito tell the Forest Service what they want, nd the Forest SeNlce 
telling the citizens what they are going to get 

Resolution of comment Is beyond the scope of the Revised Plan1 - 730 
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Letter 3689 Having attended preservationist 'pow-wows' I am aware of how [the] appeals process is being used to muck 
up the works and turn the Forest into Park I cast a vote to end or modify the appeals prooess 

I am support~e of timber harvest In conjunction with the publics continued Input, through advertised hearings 
and opportunities to respond and object 

Any changes in the appeal regulations are outside the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan The appeal 
regulations are promulgated by the Secretary of Agricuiture Any moddioations must be made by the Secretary 
and published In the Federal Register 

Letter 4048 

Res D o n s e 

Letter 89 Open and maintain the road up Shoe Creek to the top of Big DePriest Mt for use by trucks and four-wheel drive 
vehicles This road has existed for many years, certainly long enough to legally establish It 88 a public road 

Stone Camp Road area is unique, not abused, and should remain open to the &wheel drive recreationistwhom 
frequent It 

'The Distrlct Rangers' Aitemative', is also disturbing The 'protection' afforded Big Levels - does It olose FDR 
162 to 'motorized' wreckmation 

Letter 94 

Lelter 171 

~ e t t e r s ~ 1 6 , ~ 1 7 , ~ 1 6 , ~ ~ ~ , ~ , ~ ~ , ~ P , ~ 2 3 , ~ 2 4 , 3 0 2 5 , ~ ~ 6 , 3 0 2 7 , 3 0 2 8 , 3 0 2 9 , 3 0 3 0 , 3 0 3 1 , 3 0 3 2 , 3 0 3 3 , 3 0 3 4 , 3 0 3 5 , 3 0 3 6 ,  
3037,3038,3039,3040,3041,3042,3043,3044,3045,3048,3047,3048,3049,3050,3051,3052,3053,3054,3055,3056,3057,3803 

I request that the Forest Service leave the gates open until the end of the hunting season on the Forest land, 
south of Robinson Gap in Amherst County, to Rt 130 in Amherst, and all land east and west of the Blue Ridge 
Parkway. This includes the roads leading from 'Slate Quarry Hollow' 

Letter 3840 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 3962 

Letter 4251 

Response 

Letter 3528 

Response 

Letter x139 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Southern Massanunen - MA #9 Close Cub Run Road at Runkles Gap and Catherine Furnace. Close road to 
tower - this one administrative use only Game commission can continue to manage some fields and projects 
but Cub Run Road needs to be lowered in Its visual impact and intrusive nature The current use and abuse of 
the road significantly adversely impacts the entire Southern Massanuttens due to the linear configuration of the 
mountains and roads 

On the Lee RD. Tenth Legion quad, it is recommended that Pitt Spring Road and Cub Run Road be closed 
(Administrative Use Only) at Catherine Furnace. 

On the Lee RD, Rileyville quad, It Is recommended that the Powell Mt Road be closed 

On the Lee RD, ElMon West quad, It is recommended that Cub Run Road #65 be closed at Runkles Gap 

Seriously consider closing the U S Forest Service road FDR #51 in the Mount Pleasant area and Incorporating 
It as part of the present trail system 

The decision to open or close any particular road requires site-specific analysis and disclosure Since the 
Revised Forest Plan establishes broad program policy rather than making sitespecific decisions, decisions 
such as which roads should be open or closed are beyond Its scope 

Take a long walk through the forest before making your decision on April 17th 

NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 

Encourage paper recycling 

Using both sides of paper in 'public correspondence' not addressed (economics) 

The Forest aoknowledges that there appears to be good merit to this suggestion. Administrative procedures. 
however, are outside the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan This suggesbon has been forwarded to the 
Forest Supervisor for his consideration 
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Letter 283 

Letter 3594 

Response 

NO to Tread Lightly, sponsored by the US Forest Service and the BLM 

Develop timber harvesting equipment and methods that do not require roads or clearcutting 

Such an action Is beyond the scope of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Letter 1990 

Letter 261 0 

Letter 3551 

Response 

Letter 3883 

Response 

We urge the Forest Service to eliminate Its costly and disruptive appeals prooess as s w n  as possible 

I want to express my appreciation to you for your support and approval of the Untied States Forest Service's 
administrative appeals intilative. R is our hope that you do all you can to see that this vltel proposal is 
Implemented as soon as possible. 

I support the Forest Service's proposed Appeal Rule Revisions (36 CFR Part 217). 

The appeal regulations are promulgated by the Secretary of Agriculture As such, they are outside the scope 
of the revision of the Forest Plan 

Various forms of recreation are available elsewhere and therefore do not meet the test of a major national 
objective, but they can be offered on a low-cost or break-even budget, recovering Federal expenses incurred 
from fees and prices charged by users 

Congressional legislation would be required for the Forest to expand Ita fee coiiecson program. The Forest 
Selvlce does not have the authority to oharge a fee for dispersed recreation oppoltunities on the GWNF. 
Therefore, they are managed as a public service with allocated revenues 

Letter 3998 

Response 

We would like to propose a relocation of the Massanutten Mountain West trail by Peters Mill Run However, we 
cannot support this knowing that a foot trail through an ecologically senstilve area would lend h e n  to use and 
abuse by motarued vehicles. 

Any decision on the relocatlon of the Massanutten West trail requires site-specific analysis and disclosure Since 
the Revised Forest Plan establishes broad program policy rather than making sltsspecdic decisions, decisions 
such as the relocation of the Massanutten Mountain West Trail are beyond Its scope. 

Letter 2380 

Response 

We are in favor ofl segments of ail 11 rivers for recreation or scenic-river designation 

The recommendation for recreational or scenic river designation for any of the riven qualifying for wild and 
scenic river designation must be based on suitability studies As dlscussed In Chapter 2 of the FEIS, these 
studies will be conducted after the Forest Plan has been revised 

Letter 1292 

Response 

We oall for genuine change. We call for truth Openness Citizen participation Failing this, we call for the 
dismantlement of the Forest Service 

The Forest has dlllgently attempted to develop the Revised Plan In the spirlt of truth and openness with full 
cltlzen participation We believe that the Revised Plan represents a signifloant change from the 1986 Plan 

Letter 1066 

Response 

lnihe area of Foresi Road ?Q, any attempt to hak or discourage Improvements (patching holes, road widening, 
new trails. etc.) would not be the best use of the area There is already heavy use by fisherman, hunters. horse 
people. bikes. etc in thls area and it could and should be unproved to facilitate better continued use 

Any decision on the reconstruction or maintenance of Forest Road 92 requires sltsspecific analysis and 
disclosure Since the Revised Forest Plan establishes broad program policy rather than making stiespecific 
declsions, any declslons such as the reconstruction or maintenance of roads are beyond its scope. 
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Letter 981 

Letter 2929 

Letter 2929 

Letter 2929 

Response 

The Plan should correct a senous problem in the Mt. Pleasant area an old road that remains open, llsted as FDR 
#51, is badly damaged and causing heavy sika1,on in a native brook habltat, the North Fork ofthe Buffalo River 
The Plan should speclfy permanent closure of this road l o  reclaim and add il to the Mt Pleasant-Mt Pompey 
trail system 

FDR #51 is badiy damaged and washed out in several places from the November 1985 flood Since then n has 
caused periodic. heavy sikation in one of the Pedlar District's finest natm trod streams, the North Fork of 
Buffalo River. The lower portion of the rive: has two fords (above an existing Forest Service gate) which permlt 
vehicle crossings during the crucial brook trout spawning and Incubation pariods The entire road runs in close 
proximtly or its ttlbutaries which receive all of its run-on 

The Forest Plan should specify the permanent closure of this road The road bed should be water-barred, 
seeded, blazed and used as an addltion l o  the Mt. Pleasant-Mt Pompey trail system. The Draff EIS for the 
Revlsed Land and Resource Management incorrectly states (Appendix C, '2-102) that FDR #5t could be 
oblkerated and revegetated at great cost. Cessation of vehicle traffic and the simple measures listed above will 
provlde immediate improvement to the brook trout habltat. 

The Drat EIS states that the closure of FDR #51 would be highly controversial. lt neglects lo  record that 
permming vehicle use of this badly damaged roadbed has been highly controversial since 1985 

The removal of FDR 51 from the Forest Transpomtlon System is consistent wHh the intent of the management 
of Mount Pleasant under Management Area 21. Any deoislons l o  remove system roads from the Forest 
Transportation System, however, requires slte-spectlic analysis and disclosure This analysis must be per- 
formed during implementation of the Revised Plan 

Letter 3665 

Response 

Letter 3848 

Response 

[we recommend] increased emphasis on Air Qualrty as it has direct effect on native plants Acld rain from 
cc-generation plants should be minimized. Join other agencies' efforts This also is necessary for best water 
qualrty. 

Forest standards speclfy that regulations related to air qualrty are complied with on the Forest, that resources 
that can be affected by air pollution are sulveyed and monltored, and that concerns resulting from surveys and 
monitoring are expressed to air reguiatoly agencies. 

One of the largest environmental and aesthetic problems on the forest, yet also one of the least dlscussed, is 
the prevalence of all manner oftrash and refuse in the GWNF. We suggest in the final document. (1) research 
to identify the extent of the problem, Impacts on biota, water quality and legilimate human use and approaches 
to reduce the problem, (2) a forest clean up plan and (2) plan for educating the public. 

Although the Forest Satvice is concerned about the amount of linering on the Forest, research on the subject 
of why people Mer and how to stop It is beyond the scope of the revision. The Forest Service does have an 
anti-lmercampaign in Woodsy Owl. Any clean-up plan Is a specific program usually centered around volunteers 
s h e  the agency is tradnionally underfunded to accomplish these tasks. 

Letter 3933 

Response 

Effects of Westvaco not addressed. 

The operations of Westvaco are outside the scope of the revlsion slnce they are a private company. 

Letter 3933 

Lener 3933 

Response 

Directives of 'New Perspectives' not addressed 

Effectiveness of 'New Perspectives' not addressed 

'New perspectives' is a management philosophy not any specific management practices As such, It Is Inapprc- 
priate to address it in the revision 
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OTHER COMMENTS Cam" dlre*ed at Forest -Nice Employees 

Letter 134 li Is dlfflcultto believe that the rangers who promote these machines (ORVs) are true forest rangers In any sense 
of the word Clearly they are not worthy of the name. 

The Alternative #I4 map sheds light on the intent of the Pedlar District Ranger I would like to feel better about 
this situetlon Don't be THEIR whippln' boy, support within the Agency 1s growing, swelling the mass of 
discontent, and encouraging the vocderous amongst us Dylan said, 'Please get out of the way d you cant lend 
a hand ' 

Letter 171 

Letter 295 

Letter 501 

Response 

Rangers are being dishonest about the 27 million BF to be harvested under Anernatbe 8, 

Of course being Forest Supervisor you should be aware of this, but you obviously do not care. 

n Is Inappropriate to address personal remarks at Forest officials or to condemn these officials for acting In their 
official capacity 

Letter 3665 The material prepared for the review of the Draft was educational, easy to use and your staff is commended for 
Its preparation Bob Glasgow, John Coleman and Steve Croy have been extremely helpful They have afforded 
the Virginia Native Plant Society oppottunities to share special biological areas and have exhibried a keep 
appreciation for native plants, their needs and preservation 

The public will never be satisfied wRh all of the decisions concerning the management of our forest treasures 
Quri worrying about it and do the rlgM thing 

Letter 3681 

Response NO RESPONSE REQUIRED. 

Letter 857 

Response 

If we are not going to manage the forest, are we going to reduce Federal employees, too? 

While providing different responses, the number of personnel on the Forest is intended to remain constant with 
each aiternatwe Depending on the mix of values, uses, products, or SBN~CRS selected to $ 0 1 ~ 0  88 the Revised 
Forest Pian, lob responsibilities may shift Overall, though, the number of employees is expected to remain the 
same as currently exists 

OTHER COMMENTS Comments not based on revision effotl 

Letter 40 

Letter 45 

The Forest Service has a long way to go to get our confidence 

FHlS LETTER DEALS WITH CONCERNS ABOUT AN ARTICLE ENTITLED 'WILDERNESS SOUTH OF THE 
BELTWAY IN THE WINTER 1591 EDITION OF WILDERNESS MAGAZINE 

FHIS LETTER CONSISTS OF A COPY OF A LElTER TO 'FORMER SUBSCRIBER TO PUBLIC LAND NEWS' 
PROVIDING A COMPLIMENTARY COPY 

FHIS LETTER SIMPLY THANKS THE FOREST SUPERVISOR FOR INFO ON PARK SERVICE LABOR STATIS 
TICS AND THE CONTINUED USE OF FLYING SITES] 

FHIS LETTER WAS A REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ABOUT OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE TRAVEL ON THE 
GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST 1 

I am forwarding a copy of this letter both to my congressman and to my senators In the hope that they too will 
get the message that there will be no more giveaways in government any more 

Letter a 

Letter 85 

Letter 731 

Letter 2501 

Comments not based on revlslon effort 
OTHER COMMENTS 
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Letter 3663 

Lenen 3802,3852 

Surely, we can increase our efforts in recycling what we have, therefore, creating new lndustly and j o b  

Comments not based on revision effort 

Concerning the desire of individualsto obtain authorization to guide anglers, since the granting of authorlzaUon 
to the individual concerned will not involve improvemenis of any kind, and the applicant has 35 years expen- 
ence permission should be granted 

R is estimated that $9 billion dollars will be needed from the Unlted States to Implement a global population 
stabilization effort by the year 2wo There are currently several international development orgenlzations focus 
lng their resources on the adun education component of self-help 

I suggest that Congress seriously consider utilizing this type of existing Infrastruciure In any Implementation 
scheme Any proposal to allocate funds to population stabilization efforts should consider the cost savings of 
providing these resources to proven, organized channels 

I recommend the emerging technology of virtual real@ Increase [your] involvement in promoting forest product 
recycling and increased utilization efficiency 

I or my children should not have to live in a concrete jungle Please save our fore& 

THESE COMMENTS DO NOT RELATE TO THE REVISION OF THE FOREST PLAN. 

Letter 3961 

Letter 3965 

Letter 3965 

Letter 3987 

Lelter 4206 

Response 

1-735 Commente not based on revision efforl 
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PETITIONS 

Lener 3455 

Letters 3453 and 3454 

We support the Sierra Club Stand. 

We, the citizens of the Commonwealth of Virginia, demand that the National Forest management plan provide 
strong protection for the George Washington National Forest. Speciiicalty, we wnnt the revised plan to include 
the following provisions: 
1) Designation of additional land as protected wilderness areas Areas proposed include: Lmle River Area; 
Ramreys Drafi Addition; Mt Pleasant Area; Skidmore Fork and the Laurel Fork are-; Big Schloss and Kelley 
Mtn. 
2) We demand that all other roadless areas remain roadless and be managed to protect biological and 
recreational values. No new roads should be buik in the Forest 
3) ATV use in the GWNF is inappropriate and should be eliminated. 
4) Streams must be protected (on each side) with a minimum lo0 foot wide buffers in which no timber cutting 
is allowed. 
5) All timber cming should be limited lo  within one half mile from an existing road. Timber management should 
stress large hardwood and sottWmd sawtimber over smaller low quai& pulpwood. 
6) The plan must emphasize providing unfragmented hebltat for non-game wildlife. Acreage mu51 be provided 
to protect wildlife migration corridors. 

Letters 2384 and 3450 
We applaud the balanced approach to forest management being developed by the George Washington 
National Forest and recognize the necessity for multiple usages according to the interests of timbering. 
huntindfishing, hiking. horseback riding, protecting biological assets and wilderness areas. etc. However. we 
are also in agreement for three additional strategies lo further emphasize horse trails in the final plan as 
described by Alternative 8. 
(1) The production of more horse trails, especially loop trails that can be ridden in one afternoon or one day, 
in the George Washington National Forest. Such trails have the two-fold purpose of being able to be used by 
hikers as well as horse riders. 
(2) Although horse camps are planned for construction in the Deertield, Dry River, Lee, and Warm Springs 
District in Anernalive 8; it would be desirable to have such camps constructed as well in the James River and 
Pedlar Districts. 
(3) The 65 mile RoanokelBotetourtlRockbridge County Horse Trail through the Glenwood District of the Jeffer. 
son National Forest is nearly completed and is scheduled lo be opened this summer. This trail should be 
extended overthe James River. through the Pedlar District, and onto the Sherando Lake area. A similar trail on 
the western slopes of the Shenandoah Valley in the George Washington National Forest from the Clifton Forge 
area to the Woodstock area should also be developed. 
We encourage the George Washington National Forest lo  take the opportunihl to become a national model for 
the development of a horseback riding trail system that can be used not only for this activity but for hiking. 

We hold that the draft 'lC-Year Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National 
Forest' should be moditied to make the preservation of biological diversity the primary consideration by 
including the following specaic msnagement directives: a) designation of all 26 roadless areas as wilderness 
study areas; b) elimination of all logging on the GW; c) elimination of wildlife management for all featured 
species; d) elimination of all new roadbuilding and reconstruction and the closure of all non-critical roads; e) 
elimination of all use of herbicides, pesticides, and defoliants; r) provision forthe restoration of human damaged 
ecosystems, including a campaign to remove exotics; g) elimination of all ORVIATV and unlicensed vehicle use. 

We request 1) that you institute ecological management and 2) that your adopt the WildernessICorridor 
Alternative (X3) as your Management Plan. 

Letter 3451 

Letter 144 

Letters 2064 and 3452 
With regard to the vanishing natural world (only 3% of the George Washington and 8% of the Monongahela have 
been set aside as wilderness), we the undersigned petiion you to adopt Alternative 3 which we feel best serves 
the long term interests of all living things on this planet. 
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February 7. 1992 

Mr George W KeUey 
Forest Supmmr 
George W a s b m "  Natlonal Forest 
Ham& Plaza- 
Poet Office Box 235 
Hamaoohurg, V u g "  22801 

Dear Wayne 

Thank you for sendmg u8 the draft Laod and Resource Management Plan and 
assocrated documents We anpa tda te  you on B very thorough and thoughtful 
planntng effort 

We would !&e to offer B few mmments for your mnaideratlon based on OUT stafl 
revlaw Of your draft 

We strongly support your plans to protfft mtical re~ource~  and to expand reaeauonal 
oppartumties We share mth you management responslbllitiee for the Appalachian 
Natlonal Semc Trd. and hope to mntmue 10 work mopemtively to pronde for the 
ever-erpandlng need for pubho reaeatlan m the regon 

We are pat&ed to learn of your very mbttmus plan fos an expaaded mtsrpretwe 
program Our stafl lntsrprewve Speasllat 18 renemng tlua portion of your draft ~n 
greater detal W e  hope tirat o u  pru-s mil be muzudly supportwe and 
mmplementary Please feel free to d on UB ff we can pronde informatm or 
resourcee as you unplement this plan 

The Blue mdge Parkway threads Its way thmugh appronmntely 65 mles of the 
GBorge W&npton National Forest Sin- our ngbt-of-way mmdor IS very nmow. 
we depend almost totally upon the Forest Semce to protect our  mews m this area 
Yaurpropasedvnlderoesaetudy areas aodplmedmanagement to enhanee scenieond 
natural values adjacent to portions of the Parkway lend strong support to the 
reahation of our management ohjeawe Further, lt appars that arms to be 
managed for timber produnion would have r " m d  or no lmpaet upon Parkway 

- M Y -  _-_ WeWB 

2 

We would appreaato a statement of mmrmtment m the land and Resource 
Management Plan to work mopratlvely to my~~rmze depradatwn of Parkway news 
and other resources, much 88 we 8tatSd m ourjomt Letter o fbeemen t  of November 
9, 1988 We apprwato your mopemon and mpprt  m t h a  area m the past, but 
B ~ E B  management plans olten are yl eCect far many yeam, we feel that such a 
statament mth ~ p a i i c  reference to the Parkway would pronde a positwe hasis on 
w h c h  to motime tlus ntal mopratron into the futurn 

Thank you for mnaidenng ow " m e n t a  Please d or mto lf you would *e to 
dscuss these or other mattem further 

d Gary Everhardt 
Supnntendent 



United States Department of the Intenor -- &--J 
BUREAU O F  MINES -- -- !"MOUNTAIN FlELD OPEP.ATIOW CEKTBR 

BUILD" 20 DENVER FEDERAL m m  

January 24, 1992 

George W Kelley, FOrast S Y ~ B T V I ~ D T  
George Washington National Forest 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Harn50" Plaza 

uear nr Kelley; 

Sublest Land and Resource Management Plan far the ~eorge 

We received a copy of the suhiect plan and apPrec;late y o u  Interest 

m our comments We are. however, electing not to respond at this 

time. Rather, our remarks will he included with those you wlll 

receive at a later date from the Department of the Inter-Ior. 

Washzngton National Forest, Reply eo 1920 

Smcerely, 

Richard Crabavakl, Acting Chlef 
Intamountaln Field Operations Center 

3adIe.r 

George washmgton National Forest 
101 N Haln Street 
HarrxSOnhUrg. V i r g i n i a  22801 

Dear Friends. 

Thank YOU for sending me a copy of your letter t o  the 
US. FOrPSt SelvIce regardinq *he draft  l and  manaoeaent for *ho 
Geoige Washington Natmnal  ores st 

Every tme I have the Opportunrty t o  hear the interest and 
concerns of fellow Virginians, I feel more able to fully 
represent V i r g i n i a  111 the U s Senate. I L  1s Important for ms to 
know how the people Gf V i r g i n i a  feel ahout the problems faclng 
our ~ a a r r ~  today, 

The OplnlOnS I Cece IVF  provide me with great insight and 
assist me zn my efforts to find solutions to pcess>ng natlonal 
problems. Thus. I am appreciative when CIt1zens. such as 
yourself. take the time LO Share rhelr views urrh me. 

In my efforts to help f i n d  So lYt1ons  to pressing n a i l m a 1  
problems, it 1s Important t o  maintain an awareness of the 
Interests and concerns of the people I have had the honor t o  
represent during the past thirfeen years I value the thoughts 
YOU have shared w i t h  me.  and v i 1 2  keep them xn mind a6 Congress 
considers legislation to improve government and our gual~ry of 
llfE 

Please be assured that I will Contlnue to do all I can to 
solve the problems that %CE our Nation today and to address 
concerns that may well affect us l n  the future. 

with me. 
Agaln, thank you for taking the time to share your n e w s  

With best *>shes, 
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Dear Wayne: 

1 "add like to make the following E-enfs and TeSO"endaLt10nS 
regarding the Draft land and Resource Management Plan for the 
George Washlngfon Nafional Forest. 

1. I believe Alternative 8 should be modified In V l l r l O U B  aspects to 
improve the balance between YarTIoUB multlple "%e aStLVLtLeS. I 
would not recommend moving to another alternatlve (8Uch as 
*1ternativs 121. 

I would propose che followxng areas to have the Speslal Nanagemnt 
Area deeignation: 

m?!S ADLDDrOximate 1\creaQe 

Little River 28,000 

B i g  SChlOSS 25,000 
Nt. Pleasant 8,900 

lamre1 Fork 10,000 

You m y  want to lnclude other areas. I would CaOtlOn W L l X n S t  

having too many Such areas because I contemplate that these areas 
would involve reasonable management expenses for cmstNCCion and 
maintenance of specla1 roads or facllltles and proper superulsion. 

3. I bslissc the annual t h k r  Allowable Sale Quant i ty  IS91 should 
be raIDod t o  60 rvllion bard tcof ~r cere. This should bo brought 

up t o  450,000 m2-s. You should coneldor how much laad hCia hlgh 
quality trees chat could btl harveeced at break rVBn O r  bOttCr. 

abovr by making t h o  acreage nurtab1o tor tlnberiog larger, posarbly 

AB YOY know. the Chief of tbs Foreat %mice h u  committed to 
rmpl-nting a policy on below most timber sales; there IS also 
legislation pending m Congress which is dealgnsd to elvnrnate 
below cost timber aalea. Either way, there is likely to be a 
change in fha lorest D ~ N I E D  policy rogardlag below UDst timber 
sales. AB you know, T am opposed to halo* Cost t m r  sales for 
the commercial portion of the tmber program. You should stmcture 
the VFITZOUS activrcies related to comrcclal timber sales to 
achieve at least break even on the average each year and be 
consistent wlth adequate regeneration to be Ivatainable Over the 
life cycle of the trees. You can do this by e l m n a t i n g  
vnnecessary overhsad and by impmving rimDer stand ~ e l e c t l o n  80 
that high value timber IS harvested. 

Same of the other benefits  Of this revision would be' 

6 .  Areas snitable for ATV tra~ls should be designated by "her and 
length of tralls rather than overall acreage. It Shonld be clear 
that trails will be permitted only i f  there 1s succ898 in achieving 
responsible management by the user groups. This pmlect wlll 
conflnue to bs on trial. I believe the whole trellmnt of ATV 
areas in the draft plan does not have tha right tone tc, it. 

5 Adequate flexibility to deal with the gypsy moth ahovld be m 

to be treated. I Suggest yon look at this element Certainly the 
m s y  mchs are going to be going through the whole forest over the 
next 10 to 15 years. They will be a =,or faCtOr in recreation and 
timbenng. They will probably alter the nature of many areas of 
the forest. Thars should he adequate pmvlsron LD the plan to 
adapt to the changes this will myolue. 

the plan. I" thLs re*pect, Alternative 12 permits greater acreage 
5 Adequate flexibility to deal with the gypsy moth ahovld be m 

to be treated. I Suggest yon look at this element Certainly the 
m s y  mchs are going to be going through the whole forest over the 
next 10 to 15 years. They will be a =,or faCtOr in recreation and 
timbering. Thaw will orobablv alter the nature of many areas a" of to 
the forest. 

the plan. I" thLs re*pect, Alternative 12 permits greater acreage 

adapt to th 

6. I have bssn told that the provision for riparian areas IS not 
adequate m Alternative 8. This should be Corrected. I belleve 
streams ahould be protected in  all area%. 

COncluaio" 

I hope you are able to accept the above recommendations. 



It is not intendad that national forests be totally protected from 
the "0-1 YBLlr and tear of regolar Use. It IS Intended that there 
be reasonable harvesting of +inber so long provision le made for 
regeneration 80 that the general natmre Of tbs forest as a whole 
can be maintained. It IS not intended that every acre of the 
foreat be pleasant to loak at all of the time. hot It LS intended 
that the forest as a whole will be beautxfol and be a permanent 
area of gmvrh and life that UI pleasant and an aaaet to our 
environment. 

R9 you prepare and finalize your plan, I hope you will cmmunlcete 
and defend those princzples and others that you have learned are 
Important. Folloy the law, use gwd pdgement and gxve us a plan 
that w ~ l l  stand the test of time. 

MY best wishes to you and your staff. It is slwaya a pleasure to 
work with you and yavr Organ~zatlon. 

Sincerely. 

Jim ?-- 01in 
&+ember of congreas 

I*- _*-- 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRQINIA 

WfYIofhG- 
I(lduwnd23u9 

April 16.1992 

Hr. George W. Kelly 
Forest SYpBrv15or 
George WaShlngtOn Natlonal Forest 
P. 0. BOX 233 
Harrrsonburg, VA 22801 

Daar Mr. Xelly, 

I have followed with interest the development of the revised 

You are to be commended for the extent to vhlch 
Land and Resource Management plain for the George Washmngton 
National Foreat. 
YOU involved the public m identifying the issues and ooncerns you 
dealt With in developing the range Of alternatives 6et forth In 
the EnVizOnmBntal Impact statement. 

State agency staff that have worked with you m the 
development of the draft will continue to assist you i n  developing 
the final Plan. We look farward to continving the 01058 workrng 
relationshio and man" years of coonerative effort we've shared In 
the past as-we begln-L&plementati& of the new Plan. 

It is a plcasvre to know that the Forest Servlce IS as 
E m i t t e d  to the conservation of Vmrg~n~a'r re~ources as Ye are 
I hope yrm wl11 sontact ne If there 1% anythlng I can do to assist 
you Y I t h  this effort. 

Attachment 



SENATE OF VIRGINIA 

A p d l  17, 1992 

lk' G. Wayne Kslly, Supervisor 
EeDIge Washington National Forest 
fiaarrison Plaza 
P. a. BOX 233 
HarrlsonDurg, VA 22801 

Dear m. K*lly: 

I represent  the counties Of Alleghany, Botetourt  and mth, 
and the  cities of Covington and Cl i f ton  Forge, among othezs, in 
the Virginla Senate .  I hare been con tac t ed  and provided 
in fo rma t ion  by nYmeI-ous cons t i tYBnts ,  bo th  Indlv idUals  and 
groups, with regard t o  the pmPOBed managemant plans f o r  the 
George Washington Nat laMl  Forest. IMamuch as I do not pxpo* 
t o  bs M expert in f o r e s t  naMgement, I relate t o  you my EME- 
W i t h  regard to any p lan  that yon m y  adopt, 

The Highlands le SUrrentlY Boffering from the nat iona l  and 
s t a t e  econ~mis d m t m  wlthout mush r e l i e f  In e ight .  Even 
though there have been e f fo r t s ,  a d  w i l l  continue t o  be e f f o r t s ,  
t o  t u n  t h e  loca l  sconomy amund, these  attempts have been able 
t o  at l e a a t  s t a b i l i z e  a worsening s i t u a t i o n .  Prom a pure  
economic Lltandpoint, it appears  t h a t  AltBrnatiVB 12 would 
Continue to provide  a t  least StDibill ty.  When compared to 
Altemat fve  8 ,  Alterna t ive  12 would Pmvide 23 mil l ion  more bo- 

f o r  timber production, $72,000.00, 1e.s 1- nsgative projectea net 
revenues, 215 a d d i t i o n a l  d i m s t  j obs ,  145 a d d i t i o n a l  d i r e c t  
timber indus t ry  jobs, S I  b i l l i o n  lncmam in t o t a l  -a income 
and 1139,000.00 addi t iona l  galne 1x7 dIstrlbmtIm Of Tevenu~s t o  
counties. 

f e e t  in '"*=age -"a1 tlmbaP StIlBS, 188.000 m-z.3 acres su i t ab le  

With regard t o  other aspects,  my information denotes a 41? 
increase Of t h e  forest W i l d l i f e  management emphasis when 
A l t e r n a t i v e  12 is compared t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  8.  F u r t h m m ~ ~ e ,  
Alterna t ive  12 would provide M average of 80.33\ Of demand with 
regard t o  big go" hunting compared to B i t  with Alterna t ive  8. 
GYPSY moth treatment W l d  increase by 348.454 acres undex 12. 
with $12.000.00 more wi ld l i f e  bene f i t s  from timber sales, and no 
di f fe rence  in recrea t ion  visitor days. 

Page two  

m. G. name xei iy ,  supervisor 
April 17. 1992 

I r e a l i r e  the Feat *=tanre +hat d i f f e r ing  groupe place  
Y P O ~  y o u  decision. me 
National Forest Staf f  has no enViOU task ahead. HDVevBl, in an 
e f f o r t  to analyze t he  needs and des i r e s  of my cons t i tuents ,  I 
f e e l  thar. to jeapardiae fu r the r  t h e  economic well-being of t h e  
area without  a dBmOnstration of i r r e p a r a b l e  ham t o  our 
environment Muld cause further i n s t a b i l i t y .  I s ~ p p r t  your 
effozts and trvst tbst you VI11 take all these matters Into 
cODBlde=LltiOn. 

Each has its oun consem Md agsndae. 

With M a t  PBeeoMl wishes. I M 

m / m  
-11-2 



Hamh 23, 1992 

Hr. John E Alcock 
Regional PorBskeT. USDA 
1720 Peaohtree Road, N.W 
Atlanta,  Georgia 30367-9102 

Dear Wr. Illcock. 

The area thaC I represent 1s current ly  in t he  throes  of t he  
receaslon. 
Therefore the  a b i l i t y  of our c i t u a n s  t o  harvest  and market timber 
"st not be vnrelleonably Lmppaired 

Our l a rges t  growth industry is t he  timber busmess 

AS you I", t he  malOYZtY of land In Alleghany and Bath 
count-ee zs ==de 4p of t r i r  Grurga haeLlrngtolt darlonal Forest 
That, of C O Y I - B ~ ,  le land whrch LS not msluded on our tax rolls 
W e  a11 e n p y  the  National Forest. We e n p y  I t a  recreafl~nal uses 
and we enloy the tonrlem d d l a r a  that  those recreatzonal usee 
Produce However, t he  most tangxhle way t h a t  t h e  comunzt les  I 
serve hsnefr t  from the National Porest le throvgh t h e  harvsatlng of 
timber. Alternative 8 reduces t he  nudhsr of asres avai lable  f o r  
tmmber productron from t h e  640.000 acres avarlable  ~n 1 9 8 6 .  t o  
259,000 aczee Of t ha t ,  only 60.131 acres or 5.6% of t h s  natronal 
f o r e s t  would be dedicated to tmber prQduct&on. Smce t h e  natronal 
f o r e s t  COnstltYtBe the m l 0 2 i t y  Of tlmber land I" t h u  area, t he  
reductLon m asreage would nece,aasrrly remove from t he  marketplace 
some of t he  hset  trmbar land. In  my n e w .  t h a t  xeductlon ~n 
ava i l ab le  acreage amounts to an un=eesa~n&ble rest r ic tLon om U L I ~  of 
t h e  Naticmsl Foreet. 

MZ John E. Alccck 
March 23, 1992 
Page 2 

In  addition, I m concsmsd t h a t  Alternat ive 8 f a i l .  t o  take 
r n t o  =.CEOUnt t h e  sncroachrng me- of t h o  9ye.y m t h  The m t h  ~~ 

11 f a c t  of l i f e  vhroh ye are soin t o  have to dea l  wzth in t he  
I m e d r a t e  future.  In .om camear t%e only way to  e t f s c t l v e l y  dea i  
wzth the  moth, I fee l ,  w r l l  he t o  cat large arrmvnte of trabar in 
it% path, and all- regeneratLon Of hardwoods. Altsmatrve 8 would 
e f f e c t i v e l y  Prevent t h e  necessary aut.. 

On t he  other hand, Alternat ive 12 bamlcally amount- t o  
'"hUBlnees 18 Usual". I am not CanVincad t h a t  wa mad t o  csdvcs t h e  
amount Of land avarlahle  f o r  t r a b s d n g  and therefore  t h a t  we need 
to adopt a c0ure.e more r e a t s c t ~ v e  than Alternatrve 12. A* I understand it, Alternative 12 would e f fec t ive ly  increase t h e  number 
of trmber related lobs m my area, w o l d  pay mzre money to 
localrtree than Alternative 8 and m u l d  meet the  m r k e t  dsmand f o r  
t b e r  Products. I enemrage you t o  91- ~ e z x m s  conarderatlon to 
t h i s  a l t e rna twe .  

Thank you f o r  YOU atrentlon. 

RCDlrpm 
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Harsh 26, 1992 

Mr 0 W Kelley 
P 0 Box 233 
Harnronburg, "lrglnla 22801 

near Kr Xelley 

I have looked over your proposed Alternative 8 and find i t  to 
be a very good plan I do not believe that we need any AT" 
recreation in our National Forest, and I wonder how it  would 
c o n f l i c t  with the requirements of Virginia l a w  stating that anyone 
operating an ATY not on therr own property obtain Wrxtten 
permlsrron. I do not believe that we need any new roads in the 
forent. bYt should one have to be built, I Would th ink  Ye should 
have a pvbllc comment period before such proposals could be carried 
O Y t  

I think that we need to add to the wilderness study area the 
elght areas which are resomended by the Virginia Wilderness 
C O i _ * l t t e e  Also there should be no logglng within three hundred 
fee? On either ride of any stream 

I belleve Alternative 8 19 a very workable plan, and 1 commend 
YOU for your hard work 

Wlth klndert regards. I am 

Sincerely yours. 

W* 
Watkins n Abbitt. JI 

WMRlr/td 

IL.lsr' IC"SW'L ................ ............ ..I..D ...................... ... "... *.lw.O.l ....... .~ .0. ...... _...- 
0 1~ - .>.- 

S E N A T E  OF V I R G I N I A  

i0lll..n .,,, c*l.".l .-.. ............. .I ........._. 
I. .~. ..... .-. -. 

Apri l  17. 1992 

Mr. George W Kelley 
Foro<, Fllprrvlsnr 
George Washzngfon N a t i o n a l  Foresr 
P 0. Box 233 
Harriranburg. VA 22801  

Dear MT. Kelley' 

1 am wrrting concernin9 the new Managemeni Plan for the 
George Washington National Forest I represent the Flfrzens 
of A m e r s t  County and the C ~ f y  of Lynchburg wnlch are served 
by the Buffalo and Pedlar Watersheds Whatever plan that  you 
selecc vrll have a dxrecl i m p a c t  On the water suPPlY Df both 
of these enfrlles. Thxs represents a rota1 of over  lOf.000 
water CY5tOmer5. 

Whichever alternaflve ls selected If 15 mmpperatXve that 
water q u a l ~ f y  2" fhese watersheds be protected. Specifically, 
the need t o  esfablrsh broader pZOteCfron zones around a11 frlbu- 
tarres of the Buffalo and Pedlar Rivers. Any timer hatvest ing 
1" these criflsal YaferShedS must be closely monrfored and Ihould 
only be pemrffed on small tracts of land, 50 that the impact 
nn the surrounding wafers wall be llmlted. 

Thank yon for your conslderafion of fhlS malfer 

ESS,C* 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY 

Mr G Wayne KEIIY 
SUPEMSO; 
~ m r g e  Washmeton Nauonal Forest 
P 0 00x233 
Hamsanburg. Virginia 22801 

Dear Wayne 

urml now I have remaned silent on the George Washmgton Forest Plan. but the 
acceptance of m m m e  8 would. I thmk, abrogate re~ponsible stswardshlp of publlc 
resourws ciearb, ths ekematwe would put the staff of the Georg8 Washington 
" a n a l  Forest m "Q more man a custodia) posmon. and that would be a 
d i w M w  to Mure gensrabons 

I w I not go t h ~ ~ u g n  me "s an0 f i g a s .  af mmpanng one a i " w  to anomer. 
you nave a goca syppy of these wmparwns My w n w m  85 m31e Ph.0soph:CBI I 
bok et me h story of ms foresf me prolesson& (pan ana presem) who have 
numreo h me mnseNwon emlc mat maoe t mat n 1s today an0 me potomal mat 
Wre genamons w I innem tnroLgn our deosions. 

Mr G Wayne Kelly 
pegs 2 
Apd 8,1992 

I 450 wony about me pnnaple of resourw mns~wabon S~nw well mmsgsd forem 
are renewable. R 1s lnesponsible not to USB mk advantage to reduw me explomon 
of wan-renewable BnmBPy89 Maneaement of me GWNF has n n  been d e m m e  m 

I wto undePStsnd mme who am m g m  preserve mawe ffimv SBB t m d q  I 
believe mere IS a fear met our world 15 declining around us because R lacks care and 
pmtecbon Public and increassgb pmate, forestland seems w be me focvs of mis 
fear Perhaps. because our a m a s  are so nsibls and public lands have no owner or 
pmaut propeny nghts My guess Is that public forestland presemon 15 a symptom 
of these fears and l"bom How does one mdlv1(1ua1 prevent urban sprawl from 
consuming vast acreages af farms and forest7 HOW does one person keep raw 
sewerage from our waterway5 or stop lmerstate highways from consuming our 
landscape? Or how do we house the homeless or escape t o m  the drug scam? To 
me. me50 issues ovemhelm mncamsd IndMdUals so mey SpEnd their weekends 
uymg to save me forest mh the acceptance of .&i" 8 mmr mi meanmg but 
misinformed msade wll be rewarded 

Somewhere. somehow. we myst take a stand It 15 time our expenenw and our 
remrd of foreat SmardshLp be aefended farceful~ I wonder d the George 
Washmgkm NeLlonal Forest might not be the placa It 1s Vnr dmeat to Washmgfon. 
0 C and mudl of me munm/'s populahon It Should be a model of pmwding the 
most for me most people memawe 8 wlll not prowde mat model It promotes 
waste ma allemawe wlll change a prodYm8. worhng foren into a park lor me 

more u " I .  less producbve and of "m to fewer people 
pnvllsged few who have tlme and money to Wstdl t grow Old It wII gradudly bemme 

I have rewewed me mmpanson of Anemawe Qauk and b" Are8 Acres 

baslc biology of plants ana mimats. n seems mat at l e a  three omer ekemams (5. 
12, and 14) would sewe the pubic and mn rewurca far bsmK man &mawe 8 

Consldenng a hollshc. mulbple bsner? and dNersW 0nhanCBmsnt mmblned vmh the 



Mr 0 Wayne KdIy 
Page 3 
April 9, 1992 

COMMONWEALTH of VlRGINIA 

PAO- 
MI. George w Xelley, Poreat supervisor P"M" 
Caorge Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan ReVxs~on Team 
P.0 BO). 233 
Harrreonhueg, VA 22801 

R e  Revised land and Resource Management Plan, ~ e o r g e  Washington 
Natzonal Forest, MHR F i l e  92-01115-P 

Dear m. Kelly. 
we thank you COT' providmg our agency with the opportunity to 
comment on the Revisad land a M  ReaoIIroB Hanagemant Plan (wlp) Cor 
the George Washington Natlonal Forest We received 0°C revlaw copy 
Of the plan an February 4, 1992 OUT Comments an M e  plan, both 
genexal and specirlc, are Provxdad b e l o w .  

QenOZa1 COments 

We support your agency's selection of Alternative 8 as tbe 
preferred management plan 

Page 2-25; We appreciate that cultural resours86 are included as a 
SpeCific Category under Management Area 4 

Faqe 2-30. The mclunian of Camp ROohevelt and Elirabath Furnace m 
Management Ate. 12 LS not ob]eetlonable, howavBr, use of those 
resources should De In a aanner COI)Blstant UJW Me practioes 
outlined in Management Area 4. Plaass note that M a  reference to 
Appendix E (minerale) IS not ammate for the cultma1 T ~ B O U T F ~ ~  
noted m the text The appropriate appendix appears to have been 
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Omitted. We eYgge6t the f i n a l  documant include an appendix 
dessr iblng t h e  known elgnificant h i s t o r i c  Propsetlea 

- For Standard NO. 36, the reference t o  HOMX should be 
M n d  replaced W i t h  the AdVi lCDrY CoUnci1's "Preparmg 
Agreement DooUments" Iseptember 1989). 

Lame 2 - 5 6 i  For Standard 226. please revise t h e  statement t o  mclude 
qua l i f i ed  professional  a r ch i t ec tu ra l  hiBtOrians and h i s to r l an r  for  
the "xnventory Of cu l tu ra l  and his tar ' lc  T ~ S O U ~ C B P . "  

Paae 2-6U Please include Standards 220-226 as appl icable  standards 
f o r  nanagenent =ea 9. 

Our oomments on certain i den t i f i ed  prO)ecta a ~ e  provided below 
Please recognize, however, t h a t  these comments do not consfxtute 
formal CDnsYltatlOn with regard t o  t h e  Section 106 process AS a 
general comment, Ye recommend t h a t  under t h e  sub-theme "Man's 
TnflUence on the Land." Consideration be given t o  ea r ly  h i s t o r i c  
set t lement  m the highlands Of western Virginia T h ~ s  spec i f loa l ly  
refers t o  those inhabi tants  of t h e  nountams p r i o r  t o  the  
development of the iron and forest-product8 mndustrzas 

W e  recognize t h a t  the a c t i v l t l e s  pertaining t o  M e  object ives  f o r  
Warw1ck Mansion hava advanced due to filming of "Sommeraby." o w  
agency has  worked with t h e  GUNF on t h a t  Undeztakmg and has no 
ob?eotxon t o  the plans as proposed However, we wish t o  r e s t a t e  
our pos i t i on  cOnEernln9 archasologisal  mves t iga t ions  at t h a t  
h i s t o r i c  property. In our letter of February 17, 1992, we 
requested t h a t  archaeological invest igatron be "temporarily 
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teminatBd" following completion of projeot-specific Y D ~ X  we feel 
t h a t  su f f i c i en t  ar'OhaBOloglCa1 Information ha6 been obtained t o  
allow Your LnterpretiVe plana t o  Proceed without further 
excavation. A complete ane.lY*ls of data gathered t o  da t e  should 
provide t h e  framework fo r  i n t e rp re t a t ion  and posoible future  
archaealoglcal e f f o r t s  - 
While we do not object  t o  the Concept being ProDoeed, YBB of an 
area where "there are EOuntleaQ hfa ro r fca l  remanta" and "many 
mines and fUrnaEBs" needs to be designed 1x1 a eens i t i ve  manner that 
BnBUreS PrOtaCtlOn Of the  E Y l t V r D l  re1~OYI.Ce8.  A E m t r o l l e d  Y*B of 
t h e  t r a c t  le Preferable over Unrestricted "partying, samplng. and 
dumping." Given t he  faot  t ha t  9rchaeologlca1 survey work 1s now 
being conducted by Washington and me m i v e r e i t y ,  YB repent  t h a t  
t h e  GWNF i n i t i a t e  c D n 6 u l t ~ t l O n  on this undertaking throngh the  
SeEtion 106 process,  

Detailed infarmation concerning this undertakmg should be 
submitted f o r  reByIaw t kough  the Seation 106 PI-O'OC~QP ae soon as 
Possible.  It is l i ke ly  t h a t  i d sn t i f ioa t ion  SUIYBYS and cu l tu ra l  
rBBource evaluation w i l l  be necessary BO that t h e  e f f e c t  of yo- 
~ r ' o p 0 8 ~ 1  on t h e  his tons  r e so r t  complex can be dateminad 

cc: charlee H E l l i s ,  111, Virginia cou~si1 on t h e  Environment 
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We. George W. Kelley 
Forest Superviaor 
George Washington National Forest 
101 NoIth Main Street 
P.O. BOX 233 
narrisonburg. Virginia 22801 

Dear l4r. Kelley- 

Pleas- find attarhed the comentz of the weat 
Virginia Division of Natural RaIIo~rceP (WVDNR) on the 
Draft Revised Forest Plan for the George Washington 
warionel Sorest IOWllPI. I r m l d  l i k e  to brieflv so-rizs 
those somsnts aid place them into a broader p&spsctive 

In meneral. the WVDNR finds that wildlife. wildlife 

far iess ackpthole th& the currant plan 

Not onlv was wildlife not one of the 13 malor illsues 

diversity' than is the &e with a preponderanci of 
unnanaged. matvre forest 

We George W Kslley 

April 10. 1992 

ReCOgnizingtha ~aditi~nsillink~gsbetv~enrildlife 
magemant and forant managemant on +he National Foiestn, 
it is squally distressing to note that the plan revision 
has apparently prL1seIected curring methods and 
sI1ViCYltYraI systems. mesa desiaions should be m d s  
only as a eo(l"lr Of aito-spcific ~I1"iEYlt"eal 
prescriptions and designated forest M d  wildlife 
managemant objectives. To do otherwise is to have, a8 
they say. '"the tail ragging tho dog', M d  is dolly 
IMpp=OPrlatt. in a Forest Plan. Since wildlife was not 
one of the major 18~~1)s guiding the plan revision, it is 
not surprising that the preselected cutting methods and 
SIlVIcUltYIal Bystem me among those that are Of least 
benefit to wildlife. The, WVDNR believes that thaaa 
decisions ware made with more emphaaia on the visibility 
and psrcaived pyblis acceptability of the proposed Cuts 
than on soundly derived wildlife and forast managemant 
objecrivee. If the revised plan Is Implemented as 
presented, I believe ths pmblic will be dismayed by the 
realirier of increased road construction, stram 
eedimsntatirm, M d  type ConVeriliOn that will rsavlt from 
uneven-oge forest nnnngemsnt 0" th* m r .  

Page 2 

In s u m " .  it is aooarent that the revised olan for 

commints i n  that vein. 

As always, I M d  ny staff are available to assist 
yon in any way that we can. Please do not hesitaLa to 
contact ma if you have q~estionll  or comments on ths 
attached materials. 

Attachnsnts 

CE: Congressional Dolegation 



April lS, 1992 

John Alsock, Regional Forester 
U. 5. FDrest s~rvzce 



DIVISION OF FORESTRY 

ME G Wayne Kelly, Supe~viso~ 
George Washington NafioOBl forest 
narriaon Plaza 
Post Offrce BOX 233 
Hamsonuurg, VA 22801 

neap wayns 

I have pemsed, over the penod of a month, the van.10~9 altermtives you and 
Your Staff have presented I" the "draft" for the renrsd m-gement Plan for the 
George Washgton National Forest 

It may seem strange to you that I would write sinoe most of ths 1 1 mllhon 
Bores a m  not In our State. but the more than 125,000 OP so acres WB do have are 
Very important to us end It's very important that we respond 

Wayne, m all sinesnfy, I belleve alfernatlve eight, YOUP staff's preference, 
fO be the least deslrable for the people and fop the rctenee and apt Of forestry 

For oxample. from tho standpoint of economics, alternative 12 has 38% mors 
"my for the countiss tban doss alte~llatlve eight Twelve also m c w B B  total lobs 
OVBP eight by 215, Bnd ths Umber induefry done by 145 The InId budget undar 
twelve Is nearly 15% IBSB, B sigdlicant $2,150,000 And, annual mad COOS~NEIIO~ 
19 15% less and. allowable sals la up Under 12 Yet, them IS natblllg under 12 that 
will detract from the m~lllfena~cs of sods, Water, reemation. aesthetics and MLdufe. 
The rmleage of ECBNC t w ~ m  actually hcmaees under alternative 12. 

Wayne, I behB~*fhBpmCsdY)gcompansons show that yourgosilof W a g  
net pubhc benefit Is met extremely well by BlfBPnative 12 The people and fhe foresr 
8- Sewed well AB just om 
example, rmlllons of dollars of Umbsr wll be lost to Gypy  Moth, biologiesil dlvers~fy 
will be sacmficed, just as surely BE if it were B tmpicsl fomst bum. and people will 
be aac&,ced, I e , reductlan-in-fame, for a viaionmy future that ~WLBB In me faca 
of the Forest Servies'r own d y a l a  of trends to 2034 or $0 

I "ate Par alternative 12 and d l  suggest to anyone that & c d d  esk that they 
do likewise 

Undsr altsmtrvs eight, however, ths dtlzena Puffer 

WHGltns 

cc. The Honorable Robbsrt C e m  
Tbs Honorable John D Rockefeller 1V 
The Honorable Bob Wile 
The Honorable Nick S R W ,  Jr 
The Honorable Alao 8. Mollohan 
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h .. April 9 ,  1992 

S"PeTV1EOr 
GBQrge Washington National Forest 
P. 0. Box 233 
HDZr1sonbUrg. VA 22801 

Attention Mr Ron Lindenbloom 

Dear SuperVIPor Kelley. 

The eventual Impacts of declslons being made regaeding the 
future management Of the George Washlngton National Forest 0" the 
State of West virginia will be extremely slgnrficant. As e 
Legislator, a longtlme advocate of senslble development of wood 
baaed industry and as Cochair of the West VIrglnlO POrBSt ReVleW 
Commi861on. my interest in and knowledge of fOEeSt management 
lead me to express deep concern about the management dlrestlon 
proposed m your preferred alternaflve (alternatlva 81 

By apparently giving m to the popular perception that varled 
uses must be excluaive, the Forest Service ahdiEateS a 
Pr'Ofes6~0nDil responsibility to plan for the integration of uses 
to the greatest extent possible to provlde aaxlmum n e t  benefit to 
the pnblim at large ~n chooerno to dedxcate a small Po-iOn of 
the f, 

The lmkaqe  betveen timber production aCIea9e and gypsy moth 
treatment assures only ialnlmol moth Buppr'esSiOn On the forest 
Reliance on silncultural treatments at this late date 1% no more 
than a cruel 7oke. This devastating Insect has already ConsUmed 
Significant State and federal resources In an effort tO mlnlUlZe 

George W. Kelley 2 April 8, 1992 

Haintalning a broad diversity of plant and anbsl species 
acro9B the forest is an ObpctiVe shared by all but the most 
radical nresexviltionists. TO maintain the full =ne&- of 

of fire,-gypsy m b u l  and the like. 
the broader, long term effects of these aspects of the plan. 

Thus, I Urge you'to consider 

I join many Of my constituents ~n propo91n9 that your 
plamlng team recon8ideT its preferred altarnatrva. Alternative 
12, while certainly not a perfect choice, provides a reasonable 
basls for developing the plan which will establish the direction 
for the George Washington It has broad support among numerou~ 
interests who are Yllling to work together for a healthy and 
produetiva forest that will meet the needs and desires of 
generations of Americans -present and future. 

cc Hon. Robert C. Byrd 
Ran. Robert E Wlse. JZ. 



April  9 ,  1992 

Hr. G. Wayne Kelley 
Forest SYpeIviJor 
George Washington National Forest  
P 0. Box 233 
Harzisonburg. VirglnlB 22801 

Dear m. Relley 

This letter is In reference to the George Washinson National 
fo re s t  Draft Environmental Impact Statement and s p e c i f i c a l l y  In op- 
Position to Alternative 8, whish M S  been PrDpOSSd aB the preferred 
alternative plan f o r  t h e  George Washington National Forest. 

cii; :*-the f0resr-h; ikovlding much needed economic support for 
lndvstry and small businsss Operators as well 8s providing e b e t t e r  
hab i t a t  t o  support wildlife In t h s  area. 

since Alternative 12 appears to more closely parallel what I 
bel levs  t o  be t h e  Congressionrtl l n t sn t ion  under t h e  Multiple-Use 
Sustained-Yield A c t ,  as a taxpayer and as an elected membsr of t h e  
Vlrginia General Asisenbly, I 4Vangiy suppa= Alternat ive 12. 

I am keenly awars of t h e  benefit whish uovld be derlved by t h e  
Georgia-Pacific paper mill a t  819 le land as w e l l  all t h e  PUlpxaOa 
and tlmber cutters and hauler3 who depend on t h i s  m t l l  f o r  their 
livelihood. 

ber of my cons t i t uen t s  - a l l  of whom strongly S U P P T t  Alternative 
12 as t h e  management plan for t h e  George Washington Rational 
Forest. 

I might add t h a t  I have raceived calls and letters from a n m -  

Thanking YOU, I am 

LEP b l l  

W E .  GAINER COMMISSIONER 

March 24. 1992 

H I  George Y Kelley svperviaor 
George Washington Nakon.1 Forest 
U.S.D.A.-faresL Service 
Harrison Plzza. P 0.8- 233 
Harrisonburg. VA Z Z B O l  

Dear SYpeMsOI '  &elley 

I ha- read your proposed 10 year management plan 00 the George Washington 
National fareez 

It seems to re you are chsnging plans PO ofren Chat the general publcc or 
indusrry has m way of Lnming what's c-ng nexc. 

mat has happened fo the evselvned yield-multiple use Plan for ehe forescl 
mer was a good plan for everyone 

We foughr Lhe barrle of c l e a r - a m i  
finally Caking it eo Congress whereye was aezcled I thought very well 

I reel ire  there ara t ines  caused by disease. s t o m  ete., SO_ cmber -L 
be cut but not a wholesale change of policy such as c h i n  

limber harvest is our best hope m blest V i r g i n =  for f u m e  econ-e 
d e ~ l a a e n c  and I knnr rates high zn V~rglnia. 

I hope your draft of chis OropOBed plan will be reconsidered 

in che 60's in the W VA Legislacue. 

QG.abc 


